
APPENDIX A



Waste Disposal, Inc. - .Amended Record of Decision

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC.

AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION

June 2002

__ III

Waste Disposal, inc. Superfund Site
Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 9 - San Francisco, California

AROO_06 } 402~19d w~d

113



Waste Disposal, inc. Amended Record of Decision

CONTENTS

Part I - DECLARATION FOR THE AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION

A.

B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

Site Name and Location ......................................... I-1
Statement of Basis and Purpose ...................................I-1
Circumstances Requiring Amended ROD ............................I-1
Assessment of the Site ......................... ................. I-2
Description of the Revised Remedy ..................................I-2

ROD Data Certification Checklist ...................................I-4
Statutory Determinations ......................................... I-4

Part II - DECISION SUMMARY

A. Site Name, Location, and Description ................... ............I1-1

B. Site History & Enforcement Activities ................................11-5

C. Community Participation ......................................... il-6

D. Scope & Role of Operable Unit ....................................11.-8

E. Site Characteristics ............................................. !1-9

1. Site Overview ............................................ 11-9

2. Lc~cation and Extent of Contamination .........................11-9

3. Soil Gas ................................................ i1-11

4 Liquids ................................................. I1-11

5. Groundwater and Hyd[ogeology .............................11-12

6. Identification of ChemIcals of Concern (COCs) ..................11-17
I]-177. Conceptual S=te Model ....................................

a Sources of Contamination .............................I1-17

b. Release Mechanisms .................................11-20
c. Exposure Pathways ................ ................... 11-20

11-20d Pnmary Receptors ..................................
F.    Current & Future S=te & Resource Uses ............................!1-21

¯ 1. Current Land Use ....................................... 11-21

2. Accommodat:on of Future Use of the Site .....................11-21

----3. Antzctpated Future Groundwater Use ..........................11-22

G.    Summary of S~te R=sks ....................................... 11-22

.
2.
3.
4.
5
6.

Toxicity Assessment .................................
Reference Doses (Noncarc:nogen=c Effects) ...................
Cancer Siooe Factors (Carc~nogenac Effects) ...................
Exposure Assessment ................................
Estimation of Dady Intakes ..............................
Exposure Pooh! Concentra’~lons

11-25
11-25
11-25
11-28
11-28

. lt-28

//
AROD_061402wPd.,,’~d



Waste Disposal, Inc. Amended Record of Decision

H,

I.
J.

L,

M,

N.

7. Risk Characterization ..................................... 11-31
8. Ecological Risk Assessment ................................11-32
Circumstances Prompting the Revised Remedy ......................11-33
Remedial Action Objectives ......................................11-33
Description of Alternatives ....................................... 1i-34
1. Original Remedy from 1993 Record of Decision .................1t-34
2. Alternatives Evaluated for Revised Remedy ......... ...........11-34
Comparative Analysis of Alternatives.... ...........................11-39
1. Comparison of Alternatives for Revised Remedy ................11-39

a. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment ....11-40
b. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate

Requirements (ARARs) ..............................11-40
c. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence ...............11-41
d. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment 11-41
e. Short-term Effectiveness .............................11-42
f. Implementability .................................... 11-42
g. Cost Effectiveness .................................. 11-43
h. State Acceptance ................................... 11-43
i. Community Acceptance ..............................11-44

2.    Comparison with Original 1993 ROD-Selected Remedy ...........11-46
Revised Remedy .............................................. 11-46
1. Rationale for the Revised Remedy ...........................11-46
2. Description of Revised Remedy .............................11-49
3 Components of Revised Remedy ............................11-50
4. Cleanup and Pedormance Standards .........................1t-63

a. Soit Standards ..................................... 11-63
b. Soil Gas Performance Standards .......................1t-63
c. Groundwater Monitoring ........ ......................11-65

5. Summary of Estimated Remedy Costs ........................11-66
6. Changes in Expected Outcomes .............................1t-67
Statutory Determinations ........................................ !1-70
1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment ...............11-70

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs) ............................................... 11-70
Cost-Effectiveness ....................................... 11-70
Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent
Practicable ............................................. 11-71

5. Preference for Treatment .................................. 11-71
6. Five-Year Review ........................................ 11-71
Documentation of Significant Cha" ges from that in the Proposed Plan ....11-7!

ARQD 061402,,~,’oo. ~D,.~

115



Waste Disposal, lnco - Amended Record of Decision

Part Iil - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Overview .......................................................... !11-1
Summary of Alternatives ............................................. 111-2
Support Agency Comments ............................................ 111-3
History of Community Involvement at WDI ................................i11-3
Summary of Comments Received and Agency Responses ...................111-4

Comments from the June 14, 2001 public hearing ....................111-4
Comments from St. Paul High School letter of June 22, 2001 ...........II1-11
Comments from Johnson & Tekosky LLP letter of July 2, 2001 .........111-12
Comments from John Jaeger via e-mail of June 16, 2001 ..............111-12
Revised Remedy’s Changes to the Proposed Remedy

due to Public Comment ................................... 111-13
Appendix 1 - Reporter’s Transcript of Public Hearing - Proposed Plan

Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site - June 14, 2001
Appendix 2 - Comments Received During the Public Comment Period

AROO_06 ! 402w1::)d wDd

116



Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

The definitions below are provided as clarification for abbreviations.

AQMD
ARAR
bgs
BTEX
BTU
CCC
CCR
CDI
CDM
CERCLA

CERCLIS

CFR
CHSC
CIWMB
cm/sec
COC
DCE
DTSC
EPA
ERNS
ERT
FS
GCL
gpd
gph
GRA
H~V
HI
IRIS
ITSL
km
LCP
MCL
Mg/kg-day
msl
mg/L
NCP
NI
NNA

Air Quality Management District
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement
below ground surface
Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene and Xylenes
British Thermal Units
California Civil Code
California Code of Regulations
Chronic Daily Intake
Camp Dresser & McKee
Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Uability Act
Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Information System
Code of Federal Regulations
California Health and Safety Code
California Integrated Waste Management Board
centimeters per second
Chemical of Concern
Dichloroethene
Department of Toxic Substance Control
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Emergency Response Notification System
Environmental Response Team
Feasibility Study
geosynthetic clay layer
gallons per day
gallons per hour
General Response Action
Horizontal:Vertical
Health Index
Integrated Risk Information System
Interim Threshold Screening Levels
kilometer
Leachate Collection Point
Maximum Contaminant Level
aaily milligrams per kilogram
mean s-a level
milligrams per liter
National Contingency Plan
Negatwe ImpaCt
No Ne[ Advantage or Disadvantage
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NOAEL
NPL
O&M
PAH
PCB
PCE
PI
ppbv
PPE
ppm
PRGs
PRPs
RAO
RCRA
RD
RfD
RI/FS
RME
ROD
RV
SARA
SF
SFS
SNL
SPI
STLC
SVE
SVOC
TBC
TCA
TCE
TCLP
TI
TM
TMV~
TRIS
TSDF
~g/L
UST
VISTA
VOC
WDI
WDIG
yd2

yd3

Amended Record of Decision

no-observed-adverse effect level
National Priorities List
Operation and Maintenance
Polyaromatic hydrocarbons
Polychlorinated Biphenols
Tetrachloroethylene
Positive Impact
part per billion by volume
Personal Protective Equipment
past per million
Preliminary Remediation Goals
Potentially Responsible Parties
Remedial Action Objective
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Remedial Design
Reference Dose
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Reasonable Maximum Exposure
Record of Decision
Recreational Vehicle
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
SIope Factors
Supplemental Feasibility Study
Significant Negative Impact
Significant Positive Impact
Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration
Soil Vapor Extraction
Semivolatile Organic Compounds
To Be Considered
Trichl0roethane
TrichJoroethene
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
Technically Impractical
Technical Memorandum
Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
Toxic Release Inventory System
Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility
micrograms per liter
Underground Slorage Tank
Vista Informational Systems, Inc.
volatile "~rganic compound
Wasle Disposal, Inc.
Waste Disposal Inc. Group
square yaras

cubic yards
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PART I - DECLARATION FOR THE AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION

A. Site Name and Location

Waste Disposal, Incorporated (WDI) (CERCLIS ID #980884357)
Los Nietos Road at Greenleaf Avenue and Santa Fe Springs Road
Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

B. Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the amendment to the Selected Remedial Action for
the Waste Disposal, Inc. (WDI) site in Santa Fe Springs, California. The original
Record of Decision (ROD) for this site was signed on December 27, 1993. The original
ROD and this Amended ROD present a remedial action that has been selected in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA), CERCLA Sec. 117, and, to the exlent practicable, the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) Section
300.435(c)(2)(ii).

This decision is based on the Administrative Record file for the site. This Amended
ROD will become part of the Administrative Record file for the site in accordance with
the NCP Sec. 300.825(a)(2). A copy of the Administrative Record is available for
review during normal business hours at the Santa Fe Springs Public Library located at
11700 Telegraph Road and at the U:S. EPA Records Center located at 95 Hawthorne
Street in San Francisco, California

The U.S. EPA is the lead agency for this site. The California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) is a support agency. DTSC has concurred with the
amended remedy select=on,

C. Circumstances Requiring Amended ROD

This Amended ROD modifies the prewously selected remedy for the contaminated soils
and-addresses groundwater conditions at the WDI site. This Amended ROD adopts the
same general format as the or@nal ROD, but incorporates and relies upon new
information obtained s=nce the s~gn=ng of the original ROD in 1993.

Based on information that became evadable after the signature of the original ROD in
1993, EPA determ=ned that an Amended ROD would be required to ensure protection
of human health and the env=ronmenl T,,e information that has become available
concerning the site includes the expanded lateral extent and volume of buried waste
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on the site; new information on the nature and increased extent of soil gas beneath the
site; and the presence of liquids inside the buried concrete-lined reservoir at the center
of the site. EPA determined that this additional information was sufficient to warrant
additional site investigations and further analysis of the potential remedy alternatives for
the site.

The amended remedy selection process for this site has been based on information
presented in the Supplemental Feasibility Study that was completed in May 2001. The
Supplemental Feasibility Study presents a detailed analysis of remedial alternatives
addressing the updated information regarding the nature and extent of contamination
on the site.

D. Assessment of the Site

The response action selected in this Amended Record of Decision is necessary to
protect the public health or welfare or the environment from actual or threatened
releases of hazardous substances to the environment.

E. Description of the Revised Remedy

This amended ROD selects the final remedy for the site and addresses waste
materials, contaminated soil, subsurface liquids, subsurface gases, and groundwater
conditions. These conditions will be remediated primarily through containment,
collection and treatment of gases, collection and removal of site liquids, and institutional
controls. EPA has also determined that there has been no demonstration that the site
has contributed to exceedances of groundwater standards. To ensure continued
protection of the groundwater, the revised remedy will incorporate groundwater
monitonng and institut=onal controls (1Cs), including groundwater ICs.

The major components of the revtsed remedy are as follows:

. Installation of a RCRA-equ~va=ent cap for hazardous waste over the existing
reservoir (in Area 2):

,
Installation of engineered capping systems lor areas outside the reservoir (in

_.Area 2) that will be dessgned to achieve RCRA solid waste engineering and
performance standards, snctudmg a hydrauhc conductivity of 104 centimeters per
second, and graded solt .monoflll covers, asphalt, concrete paving, and/or
building foundations Eng~nee~e,3 capp,ng-systems will be installed over selected
portions of Areas t 2.4 5 6 7 and 8.

.
Installahon of a gas col!ect,on extr stton, and treatment system beneath the
RCRA-equ3valent cap over tr, e reservoir ~n Area 2 to collect remove and treat
subsurface gases

AROO_051402wpo wpd Page I - 2
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.
Installation .of liquids collection systems including liquids collection points (LCPs)
in the reservoir (Area 2), to monitor, collect, and extract leachate and free liquids
for treatment and disposal at an off-site facility approved by EPA;

5~ Use of engineering controls (e.g. physical barriers and/or indoor venting
systems) at, and/or within, existing and new buildings overlying or adjacent to
waste to prevent exposure to site contaminants. Existing buildings or structures
in locations where it is not technically feasible to install engineering controlswill
be demolished and removed.

,
To minimize the potential exposure to soil gas, passive gas migration control
(e.g. bioventing wells) or active soil vapor extraction systems will be installed
along portions of the waste perimeter outside of the reservoir area and near
existing buildings. Monitoring systems will be installed to ensure performance.

,
Implementation of institutional controls (ICs), including zoning ordinances,
access controls, groundwater use restrictions, and restrictive covenants, to
ensure the integrity of remedial systems, minimize the potential for exposure to
residual wastes and hazardous substances, and to restrict land use and site
access;

.
Implemehtation of long-term groundwater monitoring to ensure that the revised
remedy is not contributing to exceedances of groundwater standards; and

.
Implementation of long-term operations and maintenance (O&M) to ensure that
all environmental systems and control components are functioning effectively.

No significant impacts from W DI wastes on groundwater quality have been identified
based on groundwater sampling and the comparison of sampling data with the
locations and characteristics of waste sources at the site. Some contaminants are
detected upgradient, laterally distant from the WDI waste sources, and in reJatively
deep water bearing zones. Although several chemicals of concern (volatile organic
chemicals and metals) have been detected above their respective State drinking water
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) In groundwater samples, these exceedances do
not a.t~pear to be related to site wastes based on their distribution in groundwater. MCL
exceedances have been limited to several upgradient or deep monitoring wells.
However, exceedances are absent from shallow or intermediate depth wells
downgradient from the WDI waste sources. After extensive monitoring, EPA has
determined that the sLte has not contributed to exceedances of groundwater MCLs.
EPA has accordingly made the decision not to maintain a separate operable unit for
groundwater and will incorporate ground~’ ~ter monitoring and institutional controls to
restrict use of groundwater underlying the site into this revised remedy. In the original
ROD, EPA contemplated a separate operable unit for groundwater. This amended

AROD 061402wpd.,,,,~c Page I - 3
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ROD, therefore, serves as the final record of decision for the entire site. As a final
remedy, this amended ROD incorporates long-term operations and maintenance (O&M)
into the revised remedy.

F. ROD Data Certification Checklist:

The following information is included in the Decision Summary (Part II) of this Amended
ROD:

chemicals of Concern (COCs, Section E), and their respective health-based
concentrations (Section L);

Summary of site risks represented by the COCs (Section G);

Cleanup levels and performance standards established for the COCs (Section
L);

How source materials constituting principal threats are addressed (Sections H
and !);

Current and reasonably anticipated future land use assumptions and current and
potential future beneficial uses of groundwater used in the risk assessment and
amended’ROD (Section F);

Potential groundwater use that will be available at the site as a result of the
Revised Remedy (Section F);

Estimated capital, annual O&M, and total present worth costs, discount rate, and
the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are projected
(Section L); and

¯ Key factors that led to selecting the remedy (Section L).

Additional information can be found in the AdministrativeRecord file for this site.

i. ...Statutory Determinations

The revised remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with
federal and state requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to
the remedial action, and ~s cost-effective. This remedy uses permanent solutions and
alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent
practicable for this site. Howeve(. becau.’- ~ treatment of the principal threat of the site
was not found to be practicable this remedy does not satisfy the statutory’ preference
for treatment as a principal element. Consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance and
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PART II - DECISION SUMMARY

A. Site Name, Location, and Description

The Waste Disposal, Incorporated (WDI) site consists of approximately 43 acres
located in an industrial area on the east side of Santa Fe Springs in Los Angeles
County, California. The site boundaries include Santa Fe Springs Road on the
northwest, a warehouse and a private high school on the northeast, Los Nietos Road on
the southwest, and Greenleaf Avenue on the southeast. A residential area lies tO the
east of the site.

The CERCLIS ID number for the site is: CAD980884357.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the lead agency for the site. The
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is a support agency. DTSC
has concurred with the amended remedy selection.

EPA is issuing this Amended ROD as a result of additional information that became
available since the issuance of the original ROD for the site in 1993. This additional
information relates to the expanded areal extent of waste and contaminated soils at the
site, as well as additional soil, groundwater, and soil gas characterization data that were
obtained since issuance of the original ROD.

Funding for site remediation is expected to be provided through settlements with
potentially responsible pames. The site conceptual model and remediation strategy
address the site as a landfill by utilizing remedy components including containment (i.e.
capping), liquids and gas monitoring and control, engineering controls, access and
institutional controls, groundwater monitoring, and long-term operations and
maintenance (O&M).

The 43-acre site consists of 22 parcels of land that are owned by 17 individual
landowners. A buried 42-million gallon reservoir (600 feet in diameter and 25 feet
deep), located in the center of the site, was used for the disposal of a variety of liquid
and solid wastes. In addition, wastes were disposed of outside of the reservoir (in Area
2) and have been delineated in many of the parcels located around the perimeter of the
reser~_oir. Twenty structures are located on-site and have been used for past and
current small business activities. See Ftgure 1 for a site location map. Figure 2 shows
a site layout map by Area (eight waste handling areas have been identified based, on
rewews of aerial photographs, driliing logs, and other site investigations). See Figure 3
for a 1998 aeriat photograph of the s~te.

//
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Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision
B. Site History & Enforcement Activities

The most significant feature of the WDI site is the buried 42-million gallon concrete-
lined reservoir (600 feet in diameter and 25 feet deep), located within Area 2 in the
center of the site. The reservoir was constructed prior to 1924 and was initially used for
crude petroleum storage. The areas outside of the reservoir began to be used for the
unregulated disposal of a variety of liquid and solid wastes and the possible storage
and mixing of drilling muds by the late 1920s. Sometime between 1937 and 1941, the
owner/operators removed the reservoir cover anticipating a change of use. After
removal of the reservoir cover, the reservoir was used from the early to mid-1940s until
the mid-1960s for the disposal of a variety of liquid and solid wastes.

The disposal site operated under a permit from Los Angeles County from 1949 until
1964, and may have operated for roughly two to three years afterwards while the site
was graded. Permitted wastes included rotary drilling muds, clean earth, rock, sand,
gravel, paving fragments, concrete, brick, plaster, steel mill slag, dry mud cake from oil
field sum ps, and acetylene sludge. Investigations have shown that disposed materials
also included, but were not limited to, the following unpermitted wastes: organic
wastes, oil refinery wastes, solvents, petroleum-related chemicals, and Other chemical
wastes. Wastes were disposed within the reservoir and in areas adjacent to and
outside of the reservoir.

While disposal.activities continued during the 1950s, the reservoir and some of the
areas of the site outside the reservoir were gradually developed for commercial and
industrial use. By 1963, the reservoir was covered with fill and by 1964, most, although
not al!. disposal activities appeared to have ceased. Grading over the remainder of the
buried wastes continued until approximately 1966. A number of structures were
Constructed for small business enterpnses.

The site was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) on July 22, 1987. Following
the site’s NPL listing, EPA issued General Notice Letters to 28 Potentially Responsible
Parties (PRPs). The list included current and former property owners, generators, and
transporters identified during the PRP search. At that time, no party came forward with
a good faith offer to conduct the Remedial Investigation (RI), and EPA commenced the
RI in 1988 as a "Fund-lead" project. In 1988, EPA also undertook a removal action,
erect~g a fence around the southern corner of the site at Los Nietos Road and
Greenleaf Avenue to improve site security and prevent accidental exposure to
contamination.

EPA completed the inibal Ri in November 1990 and commenced work on a Feasibility
Study (FS), Considering comments from the State of California, EPA decided to
undertake further groundwater sampling r qd analysis: in January 1992. EPA
commenced additionai groundwater monitoring at WDI in order to assess the poss~biiit/
that the s~,,e had contributed to exceedances of groundwater standards.

//
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Waste DisposaL Inc. - Amended Record of Decision
in August 1993, EPA completed the Feasibility Study for contaminated soils and
subsurface gases for Operable Unit #1 (OU1), and released the Proposed Plan. in
December 1993, EPA signed a Record of Decision (ROD) for OUI. EPA designated a
second operable unit (OU2) for groundwater and decided to reserve selection of a
groundwater remedy pending completion of groundwater investigations. The1993
ROD selected a remedy for OU1 that included excavation, reconsolidation, and
containment of waste using a RCRA-equivalent capping system over the reservoir, with
associated soil gas control and monitoring.

in 1994, EPA issued Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) #94-17 to eight PRPs to
compel commencement of Remedial Design (RD) activities for the site. EPA issued
Amended UAO #97-09 in 1997 to add thirteen additional parties to the PRP working
group, and ordered additional investigative activities at the site as well as continued
remedial design activities. This PRP group, known as the Waste Disposal, inc. Group
(WDIG), has performed numerous site investigative and design activities at the site
since 1994.

Based on new information compiled and obtained during additional investigative
activities concerning the nature and lateral extent of waste and soil gas at the site, EPA
determined that the ROD should be amended. This Amended ROD addresses
fundamental changes in the scope, performance, and cost of the originally selected
remedy. Work on the supplemental remedial design investigations and the
Supplemental Feasibility Study continued from 1997 to May 2001. EPA and WDIG
completed the Supplemental Feasibility Study in May 2001, and EPA held a public
comment period and conducted a public hearing on the proposed plan for the revised
remedy in June 2001.

Between 1992 and 2000, EPA and the WDIG conducted extensive groundwater
~nvestigations at the WDI site. Additional monitoring wells were constructed and
sampled in conjunction with continued sampling of the existing monitoring well network.
While groundwater sampling has identified some contamination in the vicinity of the
WDI site, EPA believes that this contamination is not attributable to the WDI site
(Groundwater Data Evaluation Report, 2000). To ensure protection of the groundwater,
this Amended ROD incorporates groundwater monitoring and groundwater iCs as part
of the remedy.

Table 1 presents a general chronology of the site history, including selected significant
events and activities.

C. Community Participation

Community participation activities unaer ’ e original ROD are summarized in Section
4.0 of the 1993 ROD. Refer to Table 1 of th~s Amended ROD for a listing of other
community participation activities s~nce 1993. Following completion of the

AROD 061402,,,,qad. wpd Page Ii- 6
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TABLE 1
CHRONOLOGY OF SIGNIFICANT CERCLA PROCESSES ANDACTIVITIES AT THE

WDI SITE

DATE I EVENT/ACTIVITY

1986 Proposed NPL Listing

1987 Final NPL Listing

1987 General Notice issued to 28 PRPs

1987-1988 Removal Action (Fencing, Drum Removal)

1987-1989 Remed~llnvest~ation(and repod)

1989-1990 Endangerment Assessment

1992 Begin Groundwater Monitoring Activities

1993 Start of. Feasibili~ Study

1993 Proposed Plan

1993 ROD Signature

1994 Administrative Unilateral Order 94-17

1994-1995 Predesign Investigations

1995 predesign Report

1996 90% Remedta{ Design Report

1996 Community Meeting on 90% Design Report

199E Pubfic Meetings

1996 Decls~on.to Rewew Remedy Selection & Prepare an Amended ROD

1997 Amended Adm~n=strahve Unilateral Order 97-09 (to add additional generator PRPs and pedoffn
addd~onal remedLal design investJgatrve activities)

1997-1998 F~emed,al Design Invest,ga1~o~s

1997-1999 P~tot Scale LcluK~s TreaLaDihty Study (TM-13)

1997-2000 Coopt=hue Groundwater Invest=gatlo~s

1999 Commumry Meetings on Remedial Des=gn

2000 ~_. Groundwater Data Evaluahon Repot1

200~ General Nobce re*~ssu4~d lo addff~onal PRPs, ~nciuding current owners

200I Coml~etv:~n of Sul:~lemen~l Feasib=hty Szudy

2001 Remedial Desl~ InvesI~C, nS Sumrnar~ Report

2001 P.uOl~ Meetsnq o~ Prooosed P~an
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Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision .
Supplemental Feasibility Study for WDI in May 2001, EPA released the Proposed Plan
for the’ revised remedy on June 1, 2001. At that time, EPA also announced, that lhe
updated Administrative Record file for the site was available, including additional
Remedial Investigation reports, the Supplemental Feasibility Study, and the Proposed
Plan. The Administrative Record File is located at the EPA Region 9 offices in San
Francisco, and at the local information repository in the Santa Fe Springs Public Library
in Santa Fe Springs, California. A public comment period was conducted from June 1
to July 2, 2001.

A public hearing on the Proposed Plan was held on June 14, 2001 in Santa Fe Springs
and was attended by a variety of community and landowner representatives. At the
public hearing EPA presented a summary of the proposed remedy for the site and
answered questions concerning the elements of the remedy. Public comments were
received and recorded at the meeting. Several written comments were also received
during the Public Comment period. EPA’s responses to both the oral and written
comments received during this period are included in the Responsiveness Summary
(Part III) of this Amended ROD.

D. Scope & Role of Operable Unit

The original 1993 ROD identified two distinct OUs for the WDI site:

Operable Unit 1 (Original): Contaminated soil & soil gas

Operable Unit 2 (Original): COntaminated groundwater

The 1993 ROD focused on OU1. addressing contaminated soil and soil gas. The ROD
anticipated that OU2 for groundwater would be separately addressed at a later date.
However, groundwater investigations conducted between 1998 and 2000 ultimately led
EPA to determine that the WDI s~te has not caused exceedances of groundwater
standards as defined by California maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). EPA
accordingly has concluded that only continued groundwater monitoring and .the use of
ICs will be necessary to ensure that site-related hazardous substances do not
contribute to exceedances of MCLs

This Amended ROD presents the rewsed remedy for OU1 and incorporates OU2 by
addressing all known contaminated med~a at the site. This Amended ROD serves as
the final Record of Dec~sfon for the entire WDI site. This Amended ROD will address
buried waste, contaminated sots sort gas. liauids, groundwater monitoring, and ICs
(including groundwater ICs), under the revised remedlat action.

AROD_06140{wpd .~ Page It - 8
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E. Site Characteristics

1. Site Overview

For descriptive purposes, the site has been divided into eight areas (Areas 1 through 8)
as shown in Figure 2. The eight areas contain 22 parcels of land,19 of which contain
various currently operating businesses (e.g. machine shops, auto repair shops, and
light industrial complexes). Investigations have shown that 11 of the 19 parcels have
structures located over buried waste. Three of the 22 parcels are currently unoccupied.
Areas 1 and 8 of the site are occupied by several light industrial complexes and small
commercial businesses. The buried 42-million gallon capacity reservoir is located in the
central portion of Area 2. The northwestern portion of the reservoir area is covered with
an asphalt parking lot and is currently used for recreational vehicle storage. The
remaining portion of Area 2 is undeveloped. Areas 3 through 7 are adjacent to
Greenleaf Avenue, Areas 3 and 4 are undeveloped and are the closest areas to nearby
residential areas. One structure located in Area 5 is used for a commercial business.
Areas 6 and 7 are also undeveloped and contain several concrete foundations that
remain from previous structures.

The WDI site is located on property designated forindustrial land use. Zoning for the
site is M-2 Heavy Manufacturing. The City of Santa Fe Springs is highly supportive of
commercial and industrial development in the area, and has been seeking to redevelop
the WDI site for industrial land uses The WDI site is within the Norwalk Boulevard
Redevelopment Project Area, which has been merged into the Consolidated
Redevelopment Project. EPA has provided a grant to the City of Santa Fe Springs
under the Superfund Redevelopment Inihative Program to prepare a master
redevelopment plan for the parcels =ncluded within the WDI site. This Amended ROD
anticipates that the ex~st=ng ~and use designation will remain in effect, and that the site
may be redeveloped at some po=nt ~n the future for industrial purposes.

2. Location and Extent of Contamtnation

Soil borings were drilled at the WDI s~te for geologic logging and chemical
characterization during two pr~ma~ penods of ~nvestigation: the 1988 RI conducted by
the EPA and the 1997 Remedial Design Invest~gabons conducted by both EPA and
WDIC~: Constituents detected ~n waste ~nclude volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
primarily benzene, toluene ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX): semivolatile organic
compounds (SVOCs). and heavy metals such as arsenic, chromium, copper, and lead.
Waste and contaminated soil have been ~denbf~ed throughout Area 2, which contains
the buried reservoir, and pomons of Areas I 4. 5.6. 7 and 8 where other buried
wastes have been found F=gure 4 presen’,s the est=mated delineation of the extent of
waste as reflected by current s~te ~ntorm,:...on obtafned from 1988 through2001. The

AROD 0..61402w~d �,’od Page 11 - 9
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Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of DeciSion
buried waste and impacted soil ranges in thickness from an average of approximately 5--
to10 feet to a maximum of 20 feet.

3. Soil Gas

In-business air monitoring (sampling and analyses of ambient air within the
building/business environment) at six existing structures has shown no indication of
migration of site-related gas into on-site businesses.

Soil gas "hot spots" are present in the subsurface (vadose zone) within and outside the
reservoir (in Area 2) in many areas of the site, including shallow fill soils, buried waste
material, and deeper native soils. The "hot spots" are characterized by elevated levels
(e.g., exceeding preliminary remediation screening levels) of BTEX, methane,
petroleum hydrocarbons, and chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in soil
gas. Investigations have revealed that there are large variations in subsurface gas
concentrations across the site area. Chloroform, trichloroethane, tetrachloroethene
(PCE), benzene, methane, trichloroethene (TCE), and vinyl chloride have been
detected. PCE is the most prevalent VOC detected in soil gas at the WDI site. TCE
has the highest average concentration among the detected soil gas compounds and
vinyl chloride shows the highest overall concentrations but has been detected at only a
limited number of soil gas monitoring points. The primary constituents detected are
methane, benzene, vinyl chloride, TCE, and PCE.

A pilot test was performed from 199"7 to 1998 toassess the feasibility of high vacuum
extraction for soil gas removal. Removal of subsurface gases at the site using high
vacuum extraction has been shown to provide only limited effectiveness due to
relatively low rates of gas generation, anisotropic conditions, and the low-conductivity
character of the host media.

4.    LiQuids

Multiple investigations have indicated the presence of perched liquids and/or.teachate
both within the reservoir area (in Area 2) and at various isolated locations outside of the
reservoir. Liquids were encountered within the reservoir at depths ranging between 4
and 12 feet below ground surface (bgs). In some portions of the reservoir, liquids
appear to be perched above discontinuous, low-conductivity seams of waste materials.
In other portions of the reservoir area, liquids appear to extend to the base of the
reservoir. The distribution of liquids appears to reflect the manner in which wastes were
disposed of (i.e., individual batches), resulting in the formation of isolated pockets of
liquids of varying composition. The presence of liquids is associated with the presence
of thin seams and discrete zones of low permeability fill/waste materials within the
reservoir wastes. Liquids were also encc_ntered outside the reservoir during the 1997
and 1998 field investigations conaucted Dy WDIG and EPA.

7/
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Waste Disposal, inc. - Amended Record of Decision                . .
Liquids investigations indicate that reservoir (in Area 2) liquids/leachate contain
CERCLA hazardous substances, including but not limited to VOCs, such as benzene,
toluene, ethylbenzene, and vinyl chloride; SVOCs; PCBs; and metals such as arsenic,
chromium, and lead. In addition to the presence of liquids in the underlying waste, the
1997-1998 remedial design investigations indicated that liquids were also generated
substantially through infiltration of surface rainwater rather than due to the presence Of
liquids in the underlying waste. A pilot scale liquids treatability study performed in 1999
assessed the potential for removal and treatment of site liquids. During the treatability
study, approximately 129,350 gallons of aqueous liquids were extracted and treated
along with 800 gallons of oily liquids, Extraction rates commenced at 120 gallons per
hour and decreased significantly to 2 gallons per hour at the end of the 52-week study.
Overall performance of liquids extraction was limited due to the heterogeneity and
anisotropy of the waste mass. The study indicated that liquids removal might be
technically feasible, but is cost-prohibitive due to the very low extraction rates.
Installation of containment systems to prevent infiltration of rainwater will substantially
inhibit the generation of liquids within the reservoir and the perimeter areas.

5. Groundwater & Hydrogeology

The WDI site is located in the Whittier area of the Los Angeles Central Groundwater
Basin. WDI is underlain by unconsolidated recent alluvium and the Lakewood and San
Pedro formations (primarily Pleistocene age fluvial sedimentary deposits). Based on
extensive RI soil boring characterization, the subsurface stratigraphy and materials at
the WDI site include:

5 -t5 feet of fill material covering the concrete reservoi~ (in Area 2), waste
containment areas, and most of the site;

10 - 25 feet of sandy clay and silt that underlie the fill and waste deposits;

50 feet of sandy, pebbly, channelized braided river (fluvial) deposits that underlie
the near-surface interval;

Groundwater that has been encountered at depths of 48 to 65 feet bgs;

~lnterbedded sand and pebbly sand units underlie the shallower fluvial
channelized deposits around 80 to 130 feet bgs. Although local low-conductivity
layers/lenses occur throughout the site, a laterally extensive and continuous
confining bed has not been identified either above or below the groundwater
table.

The Groundwater Data Evaluation Repor. (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and CDM
Federal, 2000) presents detailed analysis of the hydrogeology at the WDI site. Figure 5
presents a hydrogeologic cross section of the WDI site. Regional data demonstrates
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the presence of deeper water bearing zones extending in depth from 70 feet to
approximately 1,000 feet bgs. The upper water bearing zone (estimated to be 100 feet
or greater in thickness) appears to comprise a continuous and interconnected sandy
aquifer interbedded with minor amounts of clay and silt. The deepest soil borings (100
to 130 bgs) drilled at the WDI site to-date have not identified laterally extensive
confining beds within in the upper water-bearing zone. The maximum depth of the
upper water bearing zone at the site is not known but may extend to depths of 150 to
200 feet bgs based on regional data. Below the upper aquifer zone are thicker and
more extensive sand and gravel aquifers of the San Pedro Formation (to depths up to
1000 feet bgs). Groundwater flows generally southward, flowing radially southeast on
the southeastern portion of the site and radially southwest on the southwestern portion
of the site. The horizontal groundwater gradients are very low across the site ranging
from 0.002 feet/foot in the western portion of the site to 0.003 feet/foot in the eastern
portion of the site. The gradient steepens to 0.035 feet/foot in the southwestern comer
of the site. See Figure 6 for a presentation of groundwater contours and flow directions
as of September 1997. The vertical gradient varies across the site ranging from 0.008
feet/foot in the southwestern part of the site to 0.052 feet/foot in the southem central
portion of the site. Groundwater flow rate or seepage velocity has been estimated to
range from 6 to 60 feet/year based on assumed hydraulic conductivities soil
characteristics present at the WDI site. The City of Santa Fe Springs owns and
operates three municipal wells (located north [0.9 miles upgradient], west [1.3 miles],
and south [4 miles] of the site) that are completed in deeper aquifers between 200 and
900 feet bgs. NO wells in the vicinity produce water from the shallow groundwater zone
that underlies th~ WDI site. As described in the 2000 Groundwater Data Evaluation
Report. 1994 and 1995 water quality analyses for the water well south of WDI showed
no detections for VOCs. 1997 analyses for the water well north of WDi showed PCE
and TCE concentrations of 4.5 ug/I and 1.4 ~g/l, respectively (1997). In addition,
groundwater data at several nearby industrial sites northwest of WDI indicate much
higher releases of these contaminants.

WDI is situated in a heavily industrial area and the production of oil from the Santa Fe
Springs Oil Field has been ongoing since the early 1900s. As part of the Groundwater
Data Evaluation, a Site Assessment Report was acquired from VISTA Information
Solutions, Inc. (VISTA) that included information on sites within a 1.25-mile radius of
WDI. As discussed in evaluations incorporated in the 2000 Groundwater Data
Evaluation Report, upgradient and cross-gradient of the WDI site are several properties
that have had confirmed solvent (PCE. TCE) releases. Groundwater investigations at
three sites located to the northwest of WDI indicated concentrations of VOCs in
groundwater that considerably exceed Federal and State MCLs (greater than 10,000
~g/l). The sites located upgrad~ent of WDI have documented contamination at much
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Waste Disposal, inc. - Amended Record of Decision
higher concentrations than for any of the VOCs detected in groundwater at the WDI
site. For these reasons, it is most likely that the PCE and TCE detected in groundwater
monitoring wells in the western portion of the WDI site are related to solvent releases
associated with the upgradient industrial sites: The Groundwater Data Evaluation
Report and subsequent groundwater monitoring report the following conclusions:

The primary VOCs detected in groundwater samples are PCE and TCE
generally at concentrations less that 20 ~g/l. PCE and TCE concentrations in
two monitoring wells exceed their respective primary drinking water MCLs (5
,~g/i). These VOCs have been detected only in the western portion of the site.
The exceedances have been limited to upgradient and deep monitoring wells
(screened to 128 feet bgs). Shallow and intermediate depth monitoring wells,
including wells located immediately adjacent to deep wells with exceedances,
show predominantly non-detects or minor detections below MCLs. Based on
groundwater flow conditions, the distribution of detections, and information on
offsite groundwater contamination sites (see discussion above), the sources of
the PCE and TCE detected in the monitoring wells in the western portion of WDI
appear to be from solvent releases associated with upgradient industrial sites.

There appears to be no LNAPL or DNAPL sources contributing to groundwater
contamination beneath the site since high concentrations (i.e., > 1,000 ~.g/I) of
dissolved so,vents or BTEX and evidence of oily sheen have not been observed
in any of.the groundwater sampling conducted at the WDI site.

Groundwater sampling at WDI has not shown a consistent distribution or
detection of the primary metals (arsenic, chromium, copper, lead) which are
present at elevated concentrations in WDI wastes.. The concentrations of these
metals in groundwater are generally very low and have only exceeded their
MCLs in isolated sampling rounds. Evidence of migration or impact to
groundwater from metals in WDI waste has not been observed in the
groundwater sampling data.

Elevated concentrati6ns of aluminum, iron, manganese, and selenium have
Been detected in groundwater samples, in local cases above primary or
secondary drinking water standards. The lact that these metals are detected
uniformly across thesite (locally at higher concentrations in upgradient wells)
suggest that the elevated concentrations reflect regional water quality conditions
and are not related to onsite sources.

As recommended in the 2000 Groundwater Data Evaluation Report, two additional
monitonng wells were installed at the WDI site Io monitor conditions upgradient of
(depth of about 120 feet bgs) and d~rectI~, adjacent to and downgradient of the reservoir
in Area 2 (approximate depth ol 60 feet bgs). Analytical results available for 2001
showed no VOC aetections for either of these wells.
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6. Identification of Chemicals of Concern (COCs}

On-site soils contain oil well drilling muds, sludges, petroleum-related waste .products,
low concentrations of VOCs and SVOCs, low concentrations of pesticides and PCBs,
arsenic, chromium, and lead. Subsurface gas includes methane along with various
VOCs, such as benzene, chloroform, vinyl chloride, PCE, and TCE, among others. The
primary risk drivers are benzene, with a soil gas standard of 10.0 parts per billion by
volume (ppbv), and vinyl chloride, with a soil gas standard of 10.0 ppbv. The California
Integrated Waste Management Board Methane Standards of 5.0 percent at the site
boundary and 1.25 percent in on-site buildings are also considered media-specific
health-based COC concentration limits.

EPA has used data that was collected during initial remedial investigations and
substantiated during subsequent site investigation to identify chemicals of concern in
soil, soil gas, and groundwater. See Table 2 for a listing of COCs that have been
identified for the WDI site and their media of occurrence. The COCs identified in soil
include 11 metals, 7 chlorinated pesticides, 16 VOCs, polyaromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs), and PCBs, Among those listed in Table 2, COCs identified for soil gas include
benzene, carbon tetrachioride, chloroform, 1,2-dibromoethane, PCE, 1,1,1-TCA, TCE,
and vinyl chloride. For groundwater, the COCs include arsenic, lead, manganese,
mercu~j, toluene, carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, PCE, and TCE. Since the
preparation of the 1993 ROD, EPA has identified additional chemicals of concern in
groundwater and" soil gas. Benzene, xylenes, and vinyl chloride have been added as
COCs in groundwater. Chemicals added as COCs in soil gas include 1,2-
dichloropropane, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylenes.

7. ConceptUal Site Model

Figure 7 summarizes the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) on which the risk assessment
and remedial actions are based. The model addresses potential impacts to soil, air,
and groundwater and illustrates contaminant sources, release mechanisms, exposure
pathways, migration routes, and potential receptors. Key components of the model are
described below.

a Sources of Contamination from the WDI Site

The primary sources of contamination include solid and liquid wastes that were buried
in association with operation of the WDI site. Additional sources comprise
contamination that may be associated with the operations of numerous small
businesses that have been developed on the site. COCs at the WDI site are listed in
Table 2. The primary contaminant sourcL.; (buried concrete reservoir in Area 2, other
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TABLE 2

CHEMICALS OF CONCERN FOR ALL SITE MEDIA
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

CON.SlI1~ENT s~.s (o-2o FT.) GROUNDWATER " SUBSURFACE SOIL GAS

Ino~lcs
X X

kzer~c X X X
Cadmium x X
Ctz~rr~m X "       X ¯
Copper X X
Lead X= X X

X X
X X X

Se4er~m X X
X X

z~
=

X

Chlorinated Pesticides
X

~lmma-BHC ilinclane}. X
X X

. DOT: DDD, DDE X" X
~rtn X X¸

Heptachto~ ..... X
H~ci11~ E~ox~ X X

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) ’
L

X X
Bellz,~ne ¯ X X X~ X
1.4 [Nctdorot~nzene , ,"         ,. ¯ X
Eb~benzene X × X1

...=
Toluene X X X X1

X X X: X:’.,,
Benxolc A~d

,1 .
X

2-Butanone x ×
Canx)n Tetrachtorme ,, X X X "

X X X
12- Ddxomornetr~ane X

m
1.2-O~ct~loroetnane X
1, I - Dct’doroetr~ne Xl

X~

1.2-Dct~oroetr~ne (os)
, L

XF

1.2-O~cnlot~mene !vans) XT

12.Dichloro(xooane
1.3.5- rnmett~,, nzene X X~

C2~rcm~ethane XI

Me~j~le~ C.~,’me x x
Tetracnhm’oe~’~ne X X X ’

1.1.I-Tnc/~oroetl-,a~ X X
Trct’,~oett~ene X X ’k"- X X

Pol~fc~rchc Aroma. tl¢ Hydrocarbons
Nonc3rono~, k +X
Ca~noge~ x

I

x I
x

.... i x¯ r= ’     ,
I ) Added for Ame~cled ROD

Amer~eO ROD 0,6/02
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Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision
buried waste areas/waste handling areas, Area 1 and Areas 3-8, and soil gas) occur at
depths ranging from 5 to 25 feet bgs across the site. The estimated lateral extent of
buried waste has been expanded since issuance of. the 1993 ROD. Figure 3 illustrates
the extent ofburied waste based on recent Site investigations.

b. Release Mechanisms

Release mechanisms are associated with waste disposal activities as well as methods
utilized at the site to control and contain sources .of contamination (e.g., existing
concrete reservoir in Area 2). Other mechanisms include transmission of contaminant-
laden dust, plant uptake, potential commingling and infiltration of waste constituents to
subsurface soils and groundwater, and potential impacts from storrnwater runoff.
Particularly relevant to the WDI site, investigations have also documented the formation
of soil gas which may impact future site occupants, including tenants of on-site
businesses.

c. Exposure Pathways

Primary exposure routes to potential receptors include: direct contact, ingestion, or
inhalation of soil particulates (e.g., wind-borne dust associated with the site); inhalation
of ambient atmospheric transported soil gas emissions; and inhalation of subsurface
soil gas constituents migrating through structure foundations.

Ex0osure pathways include wind. ambient atmospheric transport, subsurface migration,
grass, groundwater, surface water, and sediments.

The primary pathways for potential contaminant migration to groundwater include direct
release of waste liquids from ttqe concrete reservoir sn Area 2, direct release of liquids or
leaching of contaminants from the buned waste sump areas, and leaching or diffusion
of VOCs from soil gas.

d. Primary Receptgrs

Receptors include on-site occupants of tt~e WDI site, such as tenants of existing and
future industrial enterpnses. Also considered in the model are other human receptors
such~s offsite youths (students at school adlacent to the site), offsite residents, and
potential trespassers on the s,te

AROD 0614C’2’,.~pd ~,-£d Page 11 - 20
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F. Current & Potential Future Site & Resources Uses

1. Current Land Use

The WDI site encompasses a total Of 22 individual land parcels, 19 of which currently
contain structures. Zoning for the site is M-2 Heavy Manufacturing with an Industrial
land use designation. Existing structures accommodate a wide variety of light industrial
enterprises, including recreational vehicle storage, a tool and die shop, printing and
plating shops, and-vehicle maintenance facilities.

Adjacent land uses include residential areas and additional businesses that undertake
light industrial and commercial activities. A private high school with associated athletic
playing fields is located directly north of the WDI site. Throughout the community
involvement process (see Section C for discussion of community participation), the high
school has expressed concerns regarding (1) short-term and long-term visual impacts,
(2) short-term construction noise, (3) offsite drainage, and (4) potential offsite migration
of contamination.

2. Accommodation of Future Use of the Site

Since the issuance of the original 1993 ROD, the City of Santa Fe Springs has
continued to express a strong interest in redeveloping the site for industrial uses. in
2000, EPA provided a grant to the City of Santa Fe Springs under the Superfund
Redevelopment Initiative (SRI) to develop a master plan for the future redevelopment
and reuse of the site. The City ~s preparing the development plan and is exploring
numerous industria~ land uses.

Recognizing the City’s interest in redevelopment of the site, EPA evaluated remedial
atternatwes as presented =n the Supplemental Feasibility Study that address
redevelopment according to separate and distinct strategies. These strategies
emphasize protection of human healm and the environment through implementation of
containment systems. The alternatives differ, however, with respect to the timing and
sequencing of redevelopment Alternatives 2.4, and 5 would involve a two-step
approach to redevelopment, entadJng (1) early amDlementation of EPA’s remedial action
and (2) later redevelopment of the s~te mat could revolve parcel consolidation and
redevelopment for non-res=dentlal uses by other entities, Under Alternatives 2, 4, and 5
the remedial action would be planned and designed to accommodate future
redevelopment by the C~ty or other panses to the maximum extent practicable While not
compromising or interfenng w=th EPAs mandate to protect public health and the
environment. Alternative 3 Includes =megrated remed=ation and redevelopment of the
site according to both EPAs remedial,on ptan and a C~ty-approved master
redevelopment plan that would take ~nto ~..~ns~derat~on restricted reuse of the buried
reservoir area, Alternative 3 ~n the Supplementary Feasibility Study included removal of
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all current structures and site preparation for future uses. EPA did not select
Alternative 3as the preferred alternative, however, because it is not feasible to
concurrently include redevelopment directly as part of EPA’s remedy for the site at this
time and because EPA does not have authority to control or mandate the
redevelopment. Moreover, the challenges of directly integrating the implementation of
the containment remedy with redevelopment are considered significant.
Implementation of the remedy would need to be delayed to allow the City to finalize its
redevelopment plans, enter into development agreements, and work with existing
landowners whose businesses may potentially be relocated. The revised remedy
presented in this Amended ROD (Alternative 2) will be generally compatible with the
City’s desire to redevelop the site in the future. Within EPA’s authority, and to the
maximum extent practicable, the design and implementation for the remedy will be
accomplished so as not to preclude appropriate redevelopment of the site.

3. Anticipated Future Groundwater Use

The City of Santa Fe Springs currently owns and operates three municipal water supply
wells, two of which are located within 1.5 miles of the WDI site. According to State and
City sources one well is located 0.9 mile upgradient from the site and produces water
from aquifer zones ranging between 200 and 900 feet bgs. Another well is located 1.3
miles west of the WDI site and is screened in a deep aquifer zone, but is currently not
active. The other active municipal water supply well is located four miles south and
downgradient ef the site and produces water from deeper aquifer zones below 300 feet
bgs. Historical information, summarized in the Final Groundwater Characterization
Report (Ebasco, 1989), has indicated that several private wells were constructed within
one mile of the WDi site and were historically used to produce water from deeper
water-bearing zones for irrigation and industrial purposes.

The revised remedy will include long-term groundwater monitoring to ensure that the
remedy is functioning effectively and to detect any releases from the site that may
adversely impact local groundwater. The remedy will include institutional controls that
will prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater and prohibit the construction of any
new on-site wells without approval by EPA Institutional controls will also address
coordination with state and local regulatory agencies to restrict the potential permitting
and construction of any new wells in contaminated shallow water- bearing zones in the
viciniZy of the WDI site.

G. Summary of Site Risks

The potential risks identified at the WDt site are exposure by direct contact with
contaminated soil, the inhalation of contaminated soils via dust, and the inhalation of
gases migrating into enclosed spaces. R "k evaluations were performed for COCs
detected at the site, including metals pesticides, VOCs, and SVOCs,

//
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An Endangerment Assessment was first performed by EPA in November 1989
(EBASCO, 1989) to estimate the potential risk to current users of the site. This
assessment quantitatively evaluated the risks to current and future site receptors at the
site. The Endangerment Assessment was conducted for the "current" site uses
including the presence of trespassers, nearby off-site adult and child residents, and
nearby off-site students exposed to airborne particles and VOCs. The assessment
concluded that the highest potential cancer risk (plausible maximum) is approximately 3
X 10s (or 3 in 100,000) which is within the cancer risk range considered acceptable by
EPA (Table 3). The noncarcinogenic Hazard Index (HI) for current uses were also
below I and considered acceptable except for trespassers contacting surface soils with
an HI equal to 3.

For future land use scenarios, the 1989 Endangerment Assessment assumed a
residential (i.e., unrestricted) scenario that evaluated on-site residents contacting
contaminated surface soil; on-site residents ingesting contaminated groundwater; and
on-site residents inhaling contaminants in indoor air from subsurface gas migration.
The Assessment concluded that the highest potential cancer risk (plausible maximum)
is approximately 3 X 10.3 (or 3 in 1,000), which is outside thecancer risk range
considered acceptable by EPA (Table 3). The noncarcinogenic HI for future uses was
greater than 1 and considered unacceptable for residents contacting soil, and residents
ingesting contaminated groundwater. Presently, the anticipated future use of the
property is industrial; the assumption of residential use in the 1989 report is considered
to be a conservative, health-protective assumption. Because of the proximity of the site
to residences and a school, and the growth anticipated in the area, this consewative
residential assumption ~s reasonable The 1989 Endangerment Assessment used the
following criteria to identify COCs listed in the previous section:

Comparison with blanks: The Endangerment Assessment used trip and field
blanks to identifi/compounds that are not site-related.

Comparison with background concentrations: The Endangerment Assessment
typically did not identify inorganics as COCs if sample concentrations were less
than five times the background concentrations.

Frequency of detection: The Endangerment Assessment typically did not identify
-"-a chemical as a COC if it was detected in tess than five percent of the samples.

Consideration of concen, trahon, toxicity, and physicochemical properties: The
Endangerment Assessment typically did not include compounds with very’ low
toxscity as CQCs. Conversely the Endangermen’, Assessment did identify highly
toxic compounds as COCs.

/
ARQO 061402wpd.w:00 Page ii - 23

146



1.1.1 I,t,I
"~

r~

-J
z
z

o
o

 _

~
0 ¯

Q
a

.
>._~

0 01

?P
age I[-24

147



Waste DisRosal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision
1. Toxicity Assessment

For risk assessment purposes, human health effects of chemicals were separated into
two categories of toxicity: noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects. For carcinogens,
there is no threshold dose that may result in deleterious effects. This means that any
level of exposure to a carcinogen may result in some level of risk of disease. For
noncarcinogens, threshold doses are applicable as described below.

2. Reference Doses ~Noncarcinoqenic Effects)

Reference doses (RfDs) are the toxicity values used to evaluate noncarcinogenic
effects. An RfD, expressed in units of daily milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg-day),
represents an estimate of a daily exposure concentration that will not result in adverse
effects in the most sensitive of individuals in a lifetime. If an exposure results in an
estimated intake exceeding the RfD, thereis a potential for adverse health effects.
Table 4 presents the oral and inhalation RfDs used in the 1989 Endangerment
Assessment as well as sources for the RfDs.

3. Cancer Slope Factors (Carcinogenic Effects)

To evaluate carcinogenic effects, EPA has developed cancer slope factors that define
the relationship between dose and response of specific chemicals. Slope factors,
expressed in Units of daily milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg-d~y), estimate the probability
of developing cancer per unit intake of a chemical, The probability of developing
cancer equals the product of the slope factor times the exposure. EPA derives slope
factors from laboratory studies with animals or from human epidemiological studies.
The slope factor represents the upper 95’" confidence level on a probability of a
response per unit intake of a chemical over a lifetime. EPA classifies chemicals into the
following several groups according to the weight of evidence showing that specific
chemicals may cause cancer:

Group A - Human carcinogens (sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in humans)
Group B- Probable human carcinogens (B1 --limited evidence of
carcinogenicity in humans: B2 -- sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in animals
with inadequate evidence for carcinogenicity in humans)

----Group C - Possible Human Carcinogens (limited evidence of carcinogenicity in
animals with limited evidence of carcinogenicity in humans)
Group D - Not Classifiable
Group E - No Evidence of Carcinogenicity

EPA typically develops slope factors (SFs) for chemicals classified in groups A, B1, and
B2. and on a case-by-case basis for che~,,icats in Group C. ]able 4 presents the siope
factors for eacn of the WDI site COCs.
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Waste Disposal Inc. - Amended Record of Decision
4. Exposure Assessment

The 1989 Endangerment Assessment identified several potential receptors for the WDI
site based on then-current land uses:

Trespassers contacting surface soils
Offsite residents inhaling airborne particulates and VOC emissions
Students inhaling airborne particulates and VOC emissions

The most likely future land use scenario also includes future industrial redevelopment.
As a worst-case scenario, the 1989 Endangerment Assessment assumed that the site
could be redeveloped for residential land uses. On:site residents were used as a
conservative indicator since this is considered a maximum exposure condition. For
future land use conditions, the Endangerment Assessment quantitatively evaluated the
following receptor and exposure pathways:

On-site residents contacting soil and ingesting groundwater
On-site residents inhaling VOC emissions and indoor air

These assumptions are considered conservative since it is anticipated that future land
use on-site would be, restricted to certain industrial uses. The assumptions are
reasonable, however, in light of the proximity of residential land uses to the site.

5. Estimation of Daily Intakes

EPA estimated both an average exposure and daily intake and a plausible maximum
intake {or current and future receptors at the site. The average daily intake was
estimated by EPA using mean soil, soil gas, and groundwater concentrations as well as
average exposure parameters. For plausible maximum intake, EPA used the maximum
soil, soil gas, and groundwater concentrations together with upper range estimates for
exposure parameters. Table 5 presents the values and calculations used to estimate
exposure.

6. Exposure Point Concentiations

Concentration at the point of human contact is known as exposure point concentration.
The 1989 Endangerment Assessmenl estimated an average and plausible maximum
exposure point concentration: For potential exposure to contaminants in soil and
groundwater, EPA assumed that the exposure point is at the’same collection point
(e.g, soii collection point or groundwater monitoring well Iocation~. For these media,
EPA used ,’he geometnc mean of all sampling locations to calculate an average
exposure point concentration and maxim,.,m detected concentration to calculate the

,/,/
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TABLE 5

VALUES USED TO CALCULATE CHRONIC DAILY INTAKE (CDI)
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Pa~e~

J J I AVERAGE ] PLAUSIBLE {

INTAKE EQUATION/EXPOSURE PARAMETER PARAMETER DEFINITION UNITSROUTE                     CODE                                                                                     CASE             MAXIMUM                         MODEL NAME
, ,                                        =,

CURRENT L/~O-USE SCENARIO

C5 Ctmmcal Concentration in S~!
G~mitr¢

M~m
M~arnum xC-’v

m ! 5

by ~ contract (INTa~
ED 4 6 = SA=O~

¯
BW Beoy *lq~ ’ ’60 6O

IRS SOil ~¢m Rite rn~(we~ lOO 100 -E9 x EF)FtBW xAT)

,Sod t;rf Tnlc~mls.,.~wS
|

SA E=ixlid Sudac~/yea i,400

N]S S~n ~toq~on un~Cess ¢~llmk:J- ct.m~c~sp/ohcIplc~�

SC SOl Comlcl R~a 1 45 2.77

AT-{; A~l~r~ Time to~ C4~nogim= 27.375 75

AT-N .ED ¯ 365 =EDx 365

Cv Con~f~u~ F~-lor k~ IE-e6 IE-06

CA Ctten’lc,s/C~c~r~.~ ~ A=r m~/m3 nnod~ed ~Onc., mo~l~ed cone.

EF |a~t) FJIx;6um I: m~’lcy 330 330 tlUlk41 blf In/~tMiltlon (INTI) ¯ CA = ~R x ~.L
NE~S~ ~ C’v

EJc~r.un~ L~gti~ nola~/dly 24 24

E’~ I a4u(q E.llx~rl ~JrlbO~ 9 30 CDI ¯ (INTI x ED = EF)’
(BW ¯ AT)

~v We~gt~I kg 7O 7O
~z’bome Pi~,cuta{~s

li~,3 VO~ahie~ 0y Inrt~al~on ADSO~,’I’,On Fract~o~ CflerricaP~’~hc
/~ul! Re.~Ol~tS a~d

Sluden~ IR 2O 20

Cv ~y,,hou~ 0.042 00.42

EF (s;~) Ea~o~uce Frll~ue(~y 180 180
L

EL {~uo~rt) f~u~y 8 10

ED {st uOe~’.~ £J~Ol~Jrll DUrlI(IO~ 4 G

6C 60

FUTURE LAND-USE SCENARIO
.J ,

CS geom~nc rrta~murn

~recl Co~tld ~It,,~ EF | =dutq ~,~(~rt F rlo41ncy 240 365

ED {Io~) ~r 9 3O ,SA xCv
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TABLE 5

VALUES USED TO. CALCULATE CHRONIC DAILY INTAKE (CDI)
WASTE DISPOSAL INC. SUPERFUND SITE

(Continued)

-Page 2 of 2

EXPOSURE PARAMETER
UNITS

AVERAGE PLAUSIBLE INTAKE EQUATION/

ROUTE CODE
PARAMETER DEFINITION

CASE MAXIMUM MODEL NAME

FUTURE LAND-USE SCENARIO (Continued)

mg/~y 1(]0 100 COl= |(INTi .1. ffqTd) x ED x EFy(BW x AT)
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plausible maximum exposure point concentration: EPA assumed that trespassers
might be exposed to surface soils. For this scenario, EPA used 34 surface samples
collected during the remedial investigation (RI) to estimate exposure point
concentrations. Under the future land use scenario, the Endangerment Assessment
assumed that future residents (a conservative assumption) might be exposed to
contaminants present in the upper 20 feet of soil as a result of grading and other
construction activities. For this scenario, EPA estimated exposure point concentrations
using soil samples collected from 0 to 20 feet bgs.

Contaminants in soil and soil gas at the site may be transported to a downwind
receptor. For the potential exposure to air, modeling was utilized to estimate exposure
point concentrations. The Endangerment Assessment used a Gaussian dispersion
model (Turner, 1970) to measure exposure point concentrations in ambient air at
locations 0.1, 0.5, and 1.0 kilometers downwind of the site. The risk assessment also
used a one-compartment indoor air model (for above-ground structures) along with soil
gas results to estimate indoor air concentrations for future residents living on-site.

7. Risk Characterization

To estimate carcinogenic (cancer) risks, the Chronic Daily intakes (CDIs) for each
exposure pathway are multiplied by SFs. The resulting risk estimate represents the
incremental probability of an individual developing cancer over a lifetime as a result of
exposure to the carcinogen. Table 3 presents the cancer risk estimates for current and
future land-use under several different exposure scenarios.

To estimate noncarcinogenic risks, the CDt for each exposure pathway is divided by the
RfD to obtain a hazard quotient. The sum of all hazard quotients for each COC is the
hazard index (HI). The RfD is an estimate of daily exposureconcentration that will not
result in adverse effects in the most sensitive of individuals during a lifetime. When the
estimated CDI exceeds the RfD, there may be a concern regarding potential adverse
effects. Table 3 presents the HI estimates for each exposure pathway.

The risks estimated in the Endangerment Assessment include some degree of
uncertainty as a result of assumptions made regarding exposure and toxicity. When
estimating plausible maximum exposure point concentrations, for example, the
Endat’~jerment Assessment assumed that individuals woutd be exposed to maximum
soil or groundwater concentrations for every COC (a conservative assumption). In
addition, the Endangerment Assessment assumed that contaminant concentrations will
remain constant over t~me with no degradation Toxicity factors (RfDs and slope
factors) are also likely to provide conservative estimates of risk to ensure
protectiveness.

Bott~ current and future risks were eshmated in the Endangerment Assessment
pursuant to the National Contingency Plan (,"4CP) and were considered to evaluate
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whether or not the site presents an "unacceptable risk" to human health and the
environment. Acceptable risk is defined as when the cumulative carcinogenic risk to a
receptor based on a "reasonable maximum exposure" (RME) is less than 10.4 (e.g. 1 in
10,000 chances of cancer) and a noncarcinogenic hazard index (HI) is less than 1.

Table 3 presents current site risk exposure estimates, current land use risks based on a
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) for exposure scenarios that fall below 10.4
cancer risk and a noncarcinogenic HI of less than 1. Therefore EPA considers the
current risk exposure estimates to be "acceptable," except in the case of the
trespassers scenario, where the HI exceeds 1. However, for the future land use
scenarios (using a conservative assumption of on-site residential land use), the site
specific risk estimates exceed the 104 cancer risk for three future residential exposure
pathways: (1) direct contact with soils; (2) ingestion of groundwater; and (3) inhalation
of volatile chemicals in indoor air. Based on the above criteria, these risk exposures
under a residential scenario are Considered "unacceptable" by EPA. Generally, where
site risks to an individual based on RME exposure assumptions for either current or
future land use exceed 10" lifetime excess cancer risk, action under CERCLA is
warranted.

It should be noted that the potential inhalation risks under a future commercial/industrial
scenario, as is presently anticipated, would be less than those determined under the
residential scenario assumed in the Endangerment Assessment (but still above 10-4 to
104 cancer risk’range). For example, the only differences between an adult residential
exposure (assumed in the risk assessment) and a commercial/industrial worker
exposure (using EPA’s default assumptions) is the exposure frequency (365 days per
year for a resident versus 250 days per year for a worker) and exposure duration (30
years for a resident versus 25 years for a worker). The combined difference between
these receptors is 1.75 (i.e. 365/250 multiplied by 30/25). This difference is not great
and would still yield a risk above the risk range for workers (the residential risk of 6 x
10~ divided by 1.75 yields a worker risk of 3 x 10% A similar analysis would apply for
direct contact exposures on-site Accordingly, for a commercial/industrial scenario,
remedial action is warranted under CERCLA.

8. Ecological Risk Assessment

While.the Endangerment Assessment also included a qualitative ecological assessment
predicting that site contamination may’ ~mpact wildlife, the site is located in an industrial
area and does not represent a s~gn~ficant habitat for wildlife.

A DiologJcal endangerment assessment of the site was conducted during the fail of
1998 (Frank Hovore &Assoctates September and October 1998). The possibility of
harive wildlife occupying and persisting a. the site was investigated. Particular
emphasis was gwen to aetermtnai~on of the presence or absence of the native gray fox
(Urocyon cinereoargenteus), western burrowing owl (,Athene cunicutaria hypugea), San
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Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision ....
Diego horned lizard (Ph~nosoma coronatum blainvillii), and other disturbance-tolerant
or substrate generalist sensitive taxa on thesite. The assessment included field survey
observations made along site transects walked 5-10 meters apart around the entire site,
from corner to corner and along all boundaries. The assessment determined that there
is no evidence of agency-listed endangered, threatened, or otherwise sensitive or
protected species within the site boundaries and that the likelihood of any such species
occupying the site is low given its history of surface disturbance, recent remedial
activities, and effects of human intrusion from adjacent development.

H. Circumstances Prompting the Revised Remedy

Additional soil and soil gas investigations on the perimeter parcels were performed by
WDIG and EPA in 1995. Based on these investigations, EPA suspended the design of
the original remedy in 1996. During the period from 1997 to 2000, EPA directed the
WDIG to perform investigations to further characterize waste in the perimeter parcels.
This included delineation of the nature and extent of soil gas, liquids present in the
reservoir (in Area 2), and groundwater contamination. Identified soil gas COCs
included the human carcinogens benzene and vinyl chloride, and methane. A quarterly
in-business air monitoring program was initiated for selected on-site businesses.

!. Remedial Action Objectives

The 1993 RODdid not explicitly identify Remedial Action Objectives (RAgs) because
they were not included in the ROD guzdance at that time. The implicit RAgs for the
site, however, have not been revssed or affected. The RAgs for the revised remedy are
tO:

Protect human health and the envzronmeht by preventing exposure to buried
wastes and contaminated sods

Protect current and future on-s~te and off-site receptors from exposure to soil
gases;

Prevent human exposure, from d~rect contact, consumption~ and other uses, to
site liquids exceeding state and federal standards;

Prevent contribution of s~te tlqu~OS to exceedances of state and federal
groundwater standards, and

Prevent human exposure to groun,~waler that exceeds state and federal
slandards due Io sJte-re~a,,ea conlammnants

These oojectives are based on lne present use of Ine site, the anticipated potential for
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future use of the site for industrial purposes, and the potential for groundwater in the
area to be used as a public water supply.

J. Description of Alternatives

EPA has selected the revised remedy after evaluation of multiple alternatives, including
the original remedy selected in the 1993 ROD and seven alternatives that have been
evaluated as part of the Supplemental Feasibility Study completed in May 2001.

1. Original Remedy from 1993 Record of Decision

The original remedy as presented in the 1993 ROD consisted of the following major
components:

Excavation of wastes in designated areas to achieve cleanup standards;

Reconsolidation of excavated materials beneath a RCRA-equivalent cap to be
installed over the reservoir (Area 2);

Installation of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir (in Area 2) and
designated areas (Area 2 and some minor portions of the perimeter), covering
approximately 17 acres of the site;

Placement of perforated piping for the passive extraction and flaring of
subsurface gases throughout the area to be capped;

Monitoring of gases and installation of an active extraction and treatment system,
if required to address constituents and volume of gases; and

Implementation of institutional controls to ensure that future use of the site is
compatible with the remedy goals, maintain the integrity of the cap, restrict
parcels with residual contamination from activities that could lead to exposure to
contaminated soils, and prohibit shallow groundwater use.

2 Alternatives Evaluated for Revised Remedy

EPA identified, reviewed, and evaluated a total of seven alternatives as part of the
Supplemental Feasibility Study ttlat was completed in May, 2001. The alternatives
included components for containment of buried wastes with capping systems, gas
collection, extraction, and gas migrat)on control systems, as well as institutiona) controls
and long-term O&M Altemahves that ~nvolved treatment or excavation and offsite
disposal of buried wastes were not incluaed in detailed evaluations because they were
too costly, not practica!, and posed significant potential health risks to the community
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due to the high volume of trucks hauling wastes from the site over a period of years.
Alternatives 1,2, 3, 4, and 5 incorporated groundwater monitoring to address current
groundwater conditions at the site. Alternatives 6 and 7 were identified in the
Supplemental Feasibility Study as stand-alone groundwater alternatives for evaluation
as required by the NCP. However, these two alternatives were not retained as separate
remediation alternatives since they did not address containment of buried wastes,
contaminated soils, soil gas, or liquids. The list of alternatives subjected to detailed
evaluation for the revised remedy in the Supplemental Feasibility Study is:

Alternative #1: NO FURTHER ACTION

The no further action alternative is required by the NCP as a basis
of comparison for other alternatives. Under this alternative, only
limited actions (i.e., fencing) would be taken to restrict access to
the site or reduce the potential for exposure. This alternative would
include continuation of the current site groundwater monitoring
program.

Alternative #2: RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP OVER RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2) AND
MONOFILL (SOIL~ASPHALT~CONCRETE) CAP OVER
PORTIONS OF AREAS 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, AND 8; RESERVOIR
LEACHATE COLLECTION POINTS; SOIL GAS ENGINEERING
CONTROLS; GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR
MONITORING; AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS [This
alternative was ultimately selected by EPA as the basis for the
Re vised Remedy.]

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap toprovide
containment for the reservoir area (Area 2) and a rnonofill cap over
buried waste outside the reservoir area installed in Areas 1,2.4, 5,
6, 7, and 8. The monofill cap would consist of graded soil, asphalt,
and concrete in designated areas. A gas collection system would
be installed under the RCRA-equivalent cap. Extracted gases from
the reservoir area would be treated by an appropriate technology
(e.g., granular activated carbon [GAC]). Passive bioventing wells
would be installed along portions of the perimeter of buried waste
near existing buildings to mitigate the formation of methane gas
and enhance tl~e degradation of organic materials. Valves on
these wells would open during high barometric conditions to allow
oxygen in and close during low barometric conditions to retain
oxygen, thus "pumping" atmospheric air into the subsurface
formation and drivin~ it towards conditions that maximize aerobic
biodegradation Leachate Collection Points (LCPs)would be
installed to monitor for collect and remove "free liquids" within
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buried waste. Soil gas engineering controls would be installed
within existing structures; where engineering controls are not
technically feasible, buildings would be removed. The decision to
provide engineering controls or remove any particular building
would be made during design. Engineering controls may consistof
sealing penetrations in floor slabs, installation of active or passive
venting systems below floor slabs, installation of positive pressure
HVAC systems and/or physical barriers, and/or ventilation
improvements. Institutional Controls (ICs) would be implemented
to restrict current and future land uses at the site, protect the
integrity of the cap and soil gas control systems, restrict future use
of shallow groundwater, and ensure the effectiveness of the
remedy components. Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-business air
quality monitoring would be conducted. This alternative
anticipates, and would be compatible with, site redevelopment at
some point in the future, for industrial land uses. This alternative
would provide for implementation of remediation facilities as the
first step; redevelopment of the site could follow as a second, but
separate step, by other parties.

Alternative #3: RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP OVER RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2);
REDEVELOPMENT OF AREAS 1,2 (OUTSIDE OF RESERVOIR),
3, 4, 5, 6, 7 AND 8: RESERVOIR LEACHATE COLLECTION
POINTS; SOIL GAS ENGINEERING CONTROLS;
GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR MONITORING; AND
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area (Area 2). Outside the reservoir
(Areas 2, 3, 4, 5.6, 7. and 8) the property would be redeveloped by
the City of Santa Fe Springs or private entities. Prior to
redevelopment, the portions of these areas overlying buried waste
would be covered with a monofill (soil) cap, having a minimum
thickness of 2 feet. Pavements and foundations of the new
developments would serve to enhance the performance of the
monofill cap. A gas collection system would be installed under the
RCRA-equivalent cap and operated as an active system for the first
year and as a passive system thereafter. Collected gases from the
reservoir area would be treated by an appropriate technology (e.g.,
GAC). Passtve b~oventing wells would be installed along portions
of the perzmeter of buned waste near existing buildings to mitigate
the formation of meti ~ane gas and enhance the degradation of
organic materials. Valves on these wells would open during high
barometric cond+t+ons to allow oxygen in and close during low
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barometric conditions to retain oxygen, thus "pumping" atmospheric
air into the subsurface formation and driving it towards conditions
that maximize aerobic biodegradation. LCPs would be installed to
monitor, collect, and remove "free liquids" within buried waste.
Some existing buildings in Areas 1, 2, 5, and 8 that are constructed
over buried wastes would be demolished to permit construction of
the soil monofill cap. ICs would be implemented to restrict current
and future land uses at the site, protect the integrity of the cap and
soil gas control systems, restrict future use of shallow groundwater,
and ensure the effectiveness of the remedy components.
Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-business air quality monitoring
would be conducted. Industrial redevelopment would be
incorporated and integrated into the remediation of the site.

Alternative #4: RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP OVER RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2) AND
MONOFILL CAP OVER PORTIONS OF AREAS 2, 4, 5, AND 7;
EXCAVATION/CONSOLIDATION OF BURIED WASTE FROM
AREAS 1,6 AND 8; REMOVAL OF BUILDINGS UNDERLAIN BY
BURIED WASTE IN AREAS 1 AND 8; RESERVOIR LEACHATE
COLLECTION POINTS; SOIL GAS ENGINEERING CONTROLS;
GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR MONITORING; AND
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area (Area 2). Waste from Areas 1,
6, and 8 would be :excavated and reconsolidated underneath the
RCRA-equivalent cap in Area 2. Monofill capping consisting of
graded soil, asphalt, and concrete would be installed in Areas 2, 4;
5, and 7. A gas collection system would be installed under the
RCRA-equivalent cap. The system would be operated initially as
an active system, and eventually, with anticipated gas volume
reductions, as a passive system. Collected gases from the
reservoir area would be treated by an appropriate technology (e.g.,
GAC). Passive bioventing wells would be installed along portions
of the perimeter of buried waste near existing buildings to mitigate
the formation of methane gas and enhance the degradation of
organic materials. Valves on these wells would open during high
barometric condfl~ons to allow oxygen in and close during low
barometric conditions to retain oxygen, thus "pumping" atmospheric
air into the subsurface formation and driving it towards conditions
that maximize aerobic biodegradation. LCPs would be installed to
collect and remove "l~ ee liquids" within buried waste. Soil gas
engineering controls would be installed within existing structures
underlain by waste, Engineering controls might consist of sealing
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penetrations in floor slabs, installation of active or passive venting
systems below floor slabs, installation of positive pressure HVAC
systems and/or physical barriers, and/or ventilation improvements.
ICs would be implemented to restrict current and future land uses
at the site, protect the integrity of the cap and environmental control
systems, restrict future use of shallow groundwater, and ensure the
effectiveness of the remedy. Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-
business air quality monitoring would be conducted.

Alternative #5: RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP OVER AREA 2 INCLUDING THE
RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2); EXCAVATION/RECONSOLIDATION
OF BURIED WASTE FROM AREAS 1,4, 5, 6, 7, and 8;
RESERVOIR LEACHATE COLLECTION POINTS; SOIL GAS
ENGINEERING CONTROLS; GROUNDWATER AND SOIL
VAPOR MONITORING; AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area (Area 2). Waste from Areas 1,
4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 would be excavated and reconsolidated
underneath the RCRA-equivalent cap in the southwestern half of
Area 2. Buildings in Areas 1,5, and 8 would be demolished. A gas
collection system would be installed under the RCRA-equivalent
cap. Collected gases from the reservoir area would be treated by
an appropriate technology (e.g., GAC). In addition, passive
bioventing wells would be installed along portions of the perimeter
of buried waste near existing buildings to mitigate the formation of
methane gas and enhance the degradation of organic materials.
Valves on these wells would open during high barometric
conditions to allow oxygen in and close during low barometric
conditions to retain oxygen, thus "pumping" atmospheric air into the
subsurface format=on and driving it towards conditions that
maximize aerobtc biodegradation. LCPs would be installed to
collect and remove "free liquids" within buried waste. Soil gas
engineering controls would be installed for new developments in
areas underlmn by waste material. ICs would be implemented to
restnc~ current and future land uses at the site, protect the integrity
of the cap and enwronmental control systems, restrict future use of
shallow groundwater, and ensure the effectiveness of the remedy
components Groundwater. soil vapor, and in-business air quality
monitonng would be conducted.

Alternative #6: GRQUNDWATER M,..,N1TORING

EPA ~nduded th~s alternative to address groundwater monitoring as
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a separate alternative. This alternative represents the continuation
of current groundwater monitoring programs and is considered
appropriate for the current groundwater conditions at the site.
Although MCL exceedances have not been demonstrated to be
attributed to the site, the NCP requires an evaluation of the
contamination.

Alternative #7: GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT

This alternative addresses groundwater only and consists of
extraction and treatment of groundwater. Alternative #7 was
included in the Supplemental Feasibility Study in case current
groundwater conditions at the site change in the future. The
alternative would include the installation of groundwater extraction
wells located in the portion of the site west of the reservoir (in Area
2). The extraction wells would be placed in the interior of the site to
create an inward hydraulic gradient and Capture contaminated
groundwater before it could migrate offsite. Extracted groundwater
would then be treated and reinjected through injection wells located
on the western site boundary to create a groundwater boundary on
the downgradJent border of the site.

K. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

1. Comparison of Atternahves for Revised Remedy

EPA promulgated regulations in the NCP that establish a framework of nine evaluation
criteria for selection of a preferred remedial alternative. EPA has reviewed and
compared the atternatwes identif~ecl m tne Supplemental Feasibility Study with respect
to the CERCLA n~ne evaluation cntena The nine criteria are:

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Compliance with Apphcable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs)
Long-term Eflect,veness
Reduction of Toxloty. MobdJty or Volume Through Treatment
Short-term Eflectweness
Implementabd~ty
Cost
State Acceptance
Community Acceptance
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a°

b,

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether
each alternative provides adequate protection of human health and the
environment and describes how risks through each exposure pathway are
eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment, engineering controls, and
institutional controls.

With the exception of Alternative 1, the No Further Action Alternative, all
alternatives are considered to be protective of human health and the
environment. They would protect future on-site populations as well as the
nearby community. The use of RCRA-equivalent caps and engineered capping
systems will provide protection against exposure to wastes, contaminated soils,
liquids, and subsurface gases. Alternative 5 would provide the greatest level of
long-term protection due to extensive excavation in designated perimeter areas
and reconsolidation of waste under the RCRA-equivalent cap in the reservoir
area.

Compliance with ARARs

Section 121 (d) of CERCLA and NCP §300.430(f)(1 )(ii)B) require that remedial
actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally applicable or relevant and
approlSriate federal and state requirements, standards, criteria, and limitations
which are collectively referred to as "ARARs", unless such ARARs are waived
under CERCLA section 121 (d)(4).

Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and
other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal
environmental or state environmental or facility siting laws that specifically
address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action,
location, or other circumstance found at a CERCLA site. Only those state
standards that are identified by a state in a timely manner and that are more
stringent than federal requirements may be applicable. Relevant and
appropnate requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and
other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal
environmental or state environmental or facility siting laws that, while not
-applicable" to a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action,
location, or other circumstance at a CERCLA site address problems or situations
sufficiently similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site that their use is well-
suited to the particular sde. Only those state standards that are identified by a
state in a timely manner and that are more stringent than federal requirements
may be relevant and appropriate.

Several ARARs. allhough generally applicable or relevant and appropriate to
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remedial actions, do not apply universally to all alternatives. For example,
ARARs pertaining to groundwater cleanup remedial actions while applying to
Alternatives 6 and 7, do not apply to Alternative 2 since the activities regulated
by such ARARs are not part of Alternative 2.

Additionally, all alternatives, except Alternative 1, have common ARARs
pertaining to design and construction of landfill covers, gas migration control, as
wells as groundwater monitoring.

All five alternatives except Alternative 1, the No Further Action Alternative, would
comply with their respective federal, state, and local requirements (ARARs).

c. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and
the ability of the remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the
environment over time, once cleanup levels have been achieved. This criterion
includes consideration of residual risk that will remain on-site following
remediation and the adequacy and reliability of controls.

With the exception of Alternative 1, the No Further Action alternative, all
alternatives would provide long-term effectiveness. Alternative 5 would provide
the greatest level of long-term effectiveness due to extensive excavation and
reconsolidation of waste resulting in smaller capping areas and lower long-term
O&M requirements.

d. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the
anticipated performance of the treatment technologies that may be inctuded as
part of the remedy

With the exception of Alternative 1, the No Further Action alternative, all
allernatives would reduce the mobility of contamination through use of
containment (capping systems), liquids and gas collection and extraction,

~engineering controls, monitoring, and institutional controls. Alternative 5 would
provide the greatest level of long-term reduction of mobility through excavation
and reconsolidation of waste under a RCRA-equivalent cap. Alternatives 2, 3, 4.
and 5 provide treatment of gases that are extracted from beneath the RCRA-
equivalent cap for the reservoir in Area 2. In addition, reservoir liquids as well as
other wastes generated from Implementation of tt~e remedy wit{ be collected,
treated as necessary, and d~sposeu of in accordance with ARARs.

AROD±O614012wpd. w’Pd Page Ii- 41

t64



Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision
e.

f.

Short-term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the
remedy and anyadverse impacts that may be posed to workers, the community,
and the environment during construction and operation of the remedy until
cleanup levels are achieved.

Alternative 1 would result in continued site risks due to no further action. Under
Alternatives 2 and 3, although wastes would be contained by RCRA-equivalent
cap and engineered capping systems, minimal short-term risks would result due
to the wastes remaining in place. Alternative 4 would result in increased short-
term site risks due to potential exposures during excavation and reconsolidation
of waste. Alternative 5 would lead to the greatest short-term risks due to
exposures during increased excavation and reconsolidation of waste under
RCRA-equivalent and engineered capping systems.

Im.plementability

lmplementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a
remedy from design through construction and operation, Factors such as
availability of services and materials, administrative feasibility, and coordination
with other governmental entities are also considered,

All alternatives are implementable. However, some face more challenges than
others. Alternative 1 is the most readily implementable, but provides limited
protectiveness. Alternative 2 is readily implementable, and relies upon readily
available and proven capping and containment technologies. Implementation of
Alternative 2 will provide for City of Santa Fe Springs reviews during the remedial
design process. In addition, to the maximum extent practicable, remedial design
by the WDIG will seek to accommodate redevelopment grading and layout
alternatives that are being evaluated by the City as part of its WDI site
redevelopment master planning. Alternative 3 is implementable in terms of
undertaking the capping components of the remedy, but would face significant
challenges in incorporating redevelopment plans directly into the remedy,
Concurrent implementation of the capping and redevelopment would require

~substantial delays in the remedy to allow time for the. City to finalize its
redevelopment plans, identify a developer, enter into development agreements,
work with existing landowners whose businesses could be potentially relocated,
and mobilize for redevelopment. Alternatives 4 and 5 face implementation
difficulties due to excavation and transportation of relatively large votumes of
waste materials. Alternative 5 has the greatest implementation challenge due to
the excavation of the largest quam,~y of waste. Alternatives 2 through 5 might
face same challenges w~th implementing institutional controls, but the challenges
are the same for ait of the ai[emat~ves, and can most likely be surmounted.
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Those challenges are due to the large number of parcels of property at the site
and the lack of certainty regarding possible future land disposition and land use
requirements.

g. Cost Effectiveness

Cost refers to the total net present worth costs associated with capital
expenditures required for the remedy, as well as the annualized costs associated
with O&M. These estimates incorporate 30 years of O&M for comparison
purposes.

Table 6.~ Estimated Costs for Remedial Alternatives *

Alternative Estimated Cost (NPV)

Alternative 1 (includes monitoring) $2,906,000

Alternative 2                    I $7,830,000 **

Alternative 3 $7,396,000 ....

Alternative 4 $11,258,000

Alternative .5 $13,237,000

h°

May 2qO1 Supplemental Feasibility Study; estimates are order-of-magnitude eng,neering cost
estimates that are expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual project cost.
"" Based on minor revisions to the revised remedy, the cost estimate shown in the Supplemental
Feasibility Study has been increased from $7,542,000 to $7,830,000. See Section L below.
"’* Exclusive of relocation and redevelopment-related cos[s.

There is significant variation in the estimated costs associated with the five
alternatives, ranging between approximately $2,906,000 for Alternative 1 (no
further action) and $13,237,000 for Alternative 5 (containment plus extensive
waste excavation/reconsolidation).

Alternatives 2 and 3 are considered to be the most cost-effective in terms of
providing long-term protectiveness of public health and the environment and
achieving the remedial objectives for the site. Alternatives 2 and 3 provide
overall long-term protectiveness and minimize the risks associated with
excavation and reconsohdahon of on-site wastes.

State Acceptance

With the exception of Alternatwe 1, all alternatives were considered generally
acceptable by the State. Concen,~ were raised regarding potential delays and
challenges in the coordination of redevelopment activities integral with the
remediation involved under Alternative 3. Concerns were also raised regarding
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the short-term risks associated with significant excavation and reconsolidation of
waste under Alternatives 4 and 5. The State has provided comment on planning
and conceptual design of alternative systems selected for re mediation of the site.

i. Community Acceptance

With the exception of Alternative 1, all alternatives were considered generally
acceptable by the community. During public meetings, questions were raised about the
effectiveness of containment remedies, and the commentors expressed preferences for
remediation that would physically remove all waste and contaminated soil from the site.
EPA has determined, however, that excavation and removal of all on-site contamination
is not technically or economically practicable. The potential for excavation and offsite
disposal of all contamination was evaluated in the Supplemental Feasibility Study and
the costs were estimated at approximately $161,000,000. Additionally, excavation and
removal of all on-site contamination, or even a substantial portion thereof, would create
significant short-term risks associated with exposure to contamination during excavation
and offsite transport. Consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance and directives,
including Guidance for Conductinq Remedial investigations~Feasibility Studies for
CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA OSWER Directive 9355.3-11 ,.February 1991 ),
and Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (’EPA Directive 9355.0-
49FS, September i993}, EPA has selected containment as the presumptive remedy to
address the low-level threat from the site.

Table 7 presents a summary of the comparative evaluation of the Alternatives 1 through
5 that were considered in the Supplemental Feasibility Study. Alternative 2 has been
selected for the revised remedy because: (1) it provides both short-term and long-term
protectiveness of human health and the environment; (2) it complies with ARARs; (3) it
is =mplementable; (4) it =s acceptable to the State of California and the local community;
and (5) it is cost-effective.

2. Comparison with Or=qinal 1993 ROD-Selected Remedy

EPA has selected Alternative 2 for the revised remedy for the WDI site. While many
aspects of the original 1993 ROD remedy are incorporated into the revised remedy, the
revised remedy more effecWely adclresses the risks posed by the site and is more
protective of human health and the enwronment, both in the short- and long-term. Both
remedies include construction of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir section of
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TABLE 7
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES IDENTIFIED IN

SUPPLEMENTAL FEASIBILITY STUDY
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Jgtemative 3 ~Utemative 4 lUternal~ S
No-Ac~on (Prc4e’r~) RCP~-EqUva~ RCP~-Equ~ak~ Exte~ve F.x~vabon wire

RCRA-Equ~a~n! Cap.no Capping ~ Pad~l RCRA-Equival~
Sysle’ns Waste F..xcavalion cam~

Oel~pUon Indud~ rn~l~ RCP~-EquNa~ Cap over Same as Nt~ 2 ¯ Same is ~ematzve 2, Same as Altem~Ne 2, but
d ¢un~t ¢~i~ns ~ a rnor~dl O~ mooqx)rates I~ includes excavzt~n indudes excava~ d tdl
orgy CaD over ~ Og’ter w-~le ~=deve~nL d Areas 1.$. & 8 and waste ou~ An~ 2 md

(A}. Inau~ ICs and ~or, r, oa~a~ ~neam ~ bene~
g~OunOwmer ~o~to,v~ cap cap.

Ot~r~ ~eec~vener~ NO( p~(e~ve P~o(ect~ |uture on~sde P~ec= Mum once Pn~ec~ |ulum en-s~{e Mo=t pr=ec0ve ~ future
v~rkem and ofl~e on-s~e workaxs a~i off-
m~on.

mcel:~ors to =le

Comp~iznce with State & Does n~ meel ml~ S~llle an(] w~ S~e C.,omp~ ~h State
Fe~rat lqequir~T,e~t~ iandhll aosu~ FeOenu tequ=rert~r~ FeeerM and Federal Fede~ ~Lnmen~.

mqu~menLs mquz~r~nts ~q~reme~.

Long-Term Eftectiveness No( eflectNe E,’lec~ m o0r,~zutw~ Eflec~e m con~m~ Eltec~,m,e m ¢onI~ Mast Mlectwe in
s,e c~tmma~on ~enea~ c0r~wtnalO~ bene~ ¢on~z~g contarr~t~

�onta.mn~b~r~ cap. cap. bene~ a RCRA.
equ~e~ c~o.

Reductio~ o| Toxicity, Reduces mo~l,ty d Redzx:es rn0~bty o~ Best reO.,c~on o( m~
Mobi|it~, or Volume ~ ¯ cont~ unOer RCR~ ¢ontM’m’,~ts unOer contaminanLs under uvou~ wasZe

RCRA.~Iu~ and RCRA-equlvMent ~. conso~a~on under
n’,o~� c�o (A) RCRA-equ~a~ent cap.

Stmd-Term if~rea.~ed s~le ~k Grealest ~le nsk ~ zo
Eflec~ a.~o~&leO wslf~ C&O Io excava{x:~ ~ so,~s excavzl~n o~ sc~Is Ounng

COnSI~
cap ~omtru~on.

Ir~le"nen[a,t~e Io~
C,ty =mc~eas ctflv:utt ~o~tmlhn~ ~c~t~olkng exposures

e~ure~ ~unr~ co~lr~n, end
Po~e,’-m,a~ ,,lfl,cu~, oor~t,"uctlon, ~ w~th ~th dmom occt,~r~
oev’~ ar~ ¯ fl~cull occ~Z:mnt

May ~ tu~st,w~a~

Co~t ~.Yur ) $" ILIC Oor. ;. $" ~000 $112~.000 $ t 3.237.000

State.~¢.eptan~ ~r @.** "ires Yes Yes

Communily Yes Yes Yes
Acceolance

// A.,mer’~ed ROO 06.’02
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Area 2; however, the revised remedy does not incorporate extensive excavation of
buried wastes outside the reservoir and reconsolidation of waste beneath the cap. In
this respect, the revised remedy is more protective in the short-te rm because it
eliminates short-term exposure to wastes that could result from significant excavation
and consolidation. Under the revised remedy, buried waste outside the reservoir will be
capped in situ using several engineered capping systems, including engineered-graded
soils, asphalt, and concrete.

The revised remedy also addresses risks posed by soil gas by including selection of soil
gas standards and installation of (a) a gas collection and extraction system under the
RCRA-equivalent cap and (b) a passive bioventing system (or active soil vapor
extraction systems if bioventing proves ineffective based on soil gas monitoring) in
certain areas outside of the reservoir (in Area 2),

The revised remedy adds to the original remedy a liquids collection system to collect
leachate and free liquids for offsite treatment and disposal at facilities approved by
EPA. The revised remedy also includes implementation of engineering controls, such
as physical barriers and ventilation systems, in existing buildings over buried waste. If
such controls are not feasible, buildings may have to be demolished and removed. In
some cases, in order to install engineering controls, temporary relocation of the building
facilities would be necessary. Both the original and the revised remedy provide for ICs
to limit exposure to buried wastes and contaminants remaining on-site. Under the
rewsed remedy, the ICs would include easementsand environmental restrictions to be
recorded on the properties at the site, as well as local ordinances and regulations
prohibiting certain uses of the site and groundwater. Finally, the revised remedy
provides for long-term groundwater monitoring and long-term monitoring and O&M of all
remedy components. Table 8 provides a companson of the elements of the remedy
selected in the 1993 ROD and the revised remedy selected in this Amended ROD.

Table 9 provides a summary comparison in terms of the CERCLA 9-point criteria
between the original 1993 remedy and the revised remedy addressed in this Amended
ROD.

L. Revised Remedy

1. Rationa!e for the Revised Remedy

Based on the requirements of CERCLA the detailed analysis of the alternatives using
the nine criteria specified in the NCP. and public comments. EPA has selected
Alternatwe 2 as the basis for the revised remedy for the WD1 site. Alternative 2
~rcvides both long-term and short-term p~otectiveness of human health and the
environment. The use of RCRA-equ~vale..t and engineered capping systems will
provide containment to minimtze the potential for exposure to buried wastes,
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TABLE 8

COMPARISON BETWEEN COMPONENTS OF ORIGINAL 1993 SELECTED REMEDY
AND REVISED REMEDY

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Activity/Component 1993 Selected Remedy Revised Remedy

Excavation of Waste & Contaminated Excavation o4 waste in des~mted areas to achieve
So~s cleanup standards

Waste Reconsc~aation Reconsolidatx~n o~ excavete<t mltedms (appmx
78,ooo cy) beneam a RCRA-eduNalont cap to be
installed over mmn ceservoif/n Area 2.

RCRA-Equ,valent Cap tnstakti~ of a RCRA-equ*valent cap over the Instalatiort of a RCRA-.equivalent cap over
reservoir, omef Oes~gnated mess in Area 2. and reservoir in Area 2 (approx. 306.000 square
some mmo¢ poctions of me pe.nwtm oovermg test).
Ipp,’oxi~rklteiy 17 acres (750,000 I¢lUmrtl feet) O~ ttte
site.

Extractmn & Treatment of Subsurface ¯ ~nt of ped=ated pq:~g for pasuve gas installation of a gas migration comu’ot system
Gases (Area 2) ex~acti~ of subsudace ~ througaout area to under a RCRA-equ~valent cap. System mi I~

capped if necessary. Use of tlring and edclitmna] designed to be an atcSve system (mechanical
tream~ent it necessary to meet pedorma~ce t~ower/vacuum dnven) and include Veatme~ of
standards. MocvtoanQ of gases lad. d required. gas ami~ with G.mutar Activated Cartx~
instal~bon of an active extraction system. (GAC); ¢o~ersmn to a pame gas (non

rnG<:hantcal driven) m*gration C~aUo4 system w~tt
be considered afte¢ o~ year dmxm,~ng on gas
volumes and gas emission rates.
Imgle~tion o( k3ng-tefm gas monitoring es
part o( O&M.

Exlractton & Treatment <3( S~bsunace Monztorlr~ at gases amanaung Irom ~e sate and in designated areas outside o! reservoir area,
Gases (Outs~e Axea 2) tnsta~tton of an act=re exlzacitoa system if requued mstaMat~n of passive I~ovem=ng systems oz

trine soil vapor exUaction (SVE) ~ls ~th
t~es~. Imp*emee~ation of long-arm gas
monaormg is part of O&M indudlng mo~onng
of an~mnt air in onsde I~Jildtngs

L~qumls Management Systems Insta~tatto~ of a kqu~s co,ed=on sysWm unOer
cap (in Area 2) to collecl leachers and tree

li~jKIs fo~ ottsite treatment and d=s~csal at it
tacikW a~roved by EPA

Eng,nee~ed Capp,ng Systems Instatlatio~ o~ e~=neered capomg ~tems in
Areas 1, 2. 4. 5. 6. 7.8 (a4~pt:ox: 638.0(30 square
tees), outs.~e of rese~vmr,.~r~.k~N eng*ne~ecl
graded so+l. eSl:W’~It and carte’eta
sysmms

Engineer,ng Comroe~ tmOiementatton o~ e~neertng oof~o~ inc~udtng
~1 ban’m~ and ventilates sy%lm’ns at
Snd/~r weJ’~n eKisl,ng and rtew I~ik~mQs
ov~r~ O~ adlacent to waste. Demo~bon ar~
removal of some exls~ung struclt~os may be
requ*recl ~e ~,neering ooamo~ are not
lees¢~e

ACCeS~J"& Insttrul,oc, a+ Co,n~ots {~Cs) )n~3tew~entatK3~ ol ICe to t:30~Mol |utu~e ind uS~ l~menl=t,o+~ of ~Ixovecl tCs to �onlml future
p¢otect ~ ,nteq~’~ o~ the Clko. ~re-,~ent ex~3sure to land use. I~’otect trle tnle~riU/ol ~ CaP.
ConUtm,rUlted so*as. Ir’<:l ~’o~O~. f~ut~uw g¢ounOwater ~’event exposure to contaminated SODS, and
u.~8 ~Ot~Oit ~Ntlow g+ounO~ater use

Ir~Olen’~er’,lettoo O( loog-term gr(>undvntter
m0~to¢lng Wogram

Implem~nlltK)n O! ton~-term O&M

~qAFL~ t-’~tOous Waste Conwoi/~1 (F~eRm and Safely Includes and re(,nes ARARs t~om 1993 ROD
C(x~es. ~rv 20 Et~Dter 5 5+ State equ~alenl Of C:WMIB CCR T~tte 14 co~nbmed ~ SWRCB
RCRA Cawto~,a Code of ~-W~u~t~’~s fCCRs] T+0e regu~al,ons +nto CCR T=tle 27, a~s
2~ Ca~(xn~a I~l~ated Waste Mar, aoen~e~! Boar~ gfci,rw:lwaler mcq-lltorli"~ ~K~IUIf~S ~TCIf13

{CIWM81 CCP. T~II~ 14. Po~le(-Co~Q~ne Weir; CC9s T~I~e ?.2 ar~ Title 27
C.+,.~,~ #~.-:. ~outn Coasl ~+ Ouavry Man~g~t,ent
~r~J I’S~C~ AO~IB+ r~teS
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TABLE 9

9-POINT CERCLA CRITERIA COMPARISON BETWEEN ORIGINAL 1993 REMEDY
AND AMENDED PREFERRED REMEDY

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE
--, ..

Originally Selected Remedy Alternative 2 (Preferred)

Overall ProtecUveness

Excavation and reconsolidalJon of waste
outsk~e of Area 2 under a RCRA-equivalent
cap ~ Area 2 wittt passNe soil gas
Colleclx~ and monitoring.

RCRA-F.clUivalent Czp over ~ (Area 2) and
engineered =~1, ~ =xl concrete
systems over =dl ~ waste. Gas migration control.
leachate coneol, soil gas and groundwaler

Not pmtectNe Does not address signircant Protects fulure oft-site workers and ofl-@.e
prewo~sly undetected wasle ~ Area population. Addresses ~ found outside o/A~a
2. 2.

Compliance witlt State & Federal Does not meet tandfill ck~ure requirements
Requirement= ~nca ~ did not address all o~site waste.

, .. ,

Long-Term Effectiveness

Reduction of Tox city, Mobility, or Volume

Shod-Term
Effectiveness

Cost (30-Year)
J,

State Acceptance

Commumty Accept,znce

Not effect~e in containing all known site
contammabon.

Limited reduc’don o! mobility of
contamJnants due to mcz:xt~lete
containment of all known waste.

Moderate ~e risk due to inoompiete
containment of all known waste; minimal
risks because of ex~osurs dunng
oonszruclx~vexcavabon,

Uses estabizSt~ capping te~nolQgtes.

$S,t 70.950"

Yes (1993)

Not aa~eptable C, oncems and add~)na]
Inlo~t~ raL~ed I)y commun¢l and
COmm~ntors

Complies with state and tedeml requirements.

EfleclWe in containing oaetarnm~aboa beneath caps,

5ubstan~fly reduces rn~ilily of contamnants uncler
RCRA-equivaient cap and engineered capping
SySteft~.

Minimal ESk of exposure to wastes dunng cap
COnStiuCtl~l.

,,j .

Uses established capping, gas control, tea~ate
collection, and monitonno technologies.
Poten~lly difl-K:ult re~:at~on ~ssues.

,. .. ,.

$7,830,0~"
;

Yes (2002)

Generally acceptable (w~ mil~ja~ le.Q-. ~ne-0f-
sight bamer] for community impacts)

Notes:
¯ 1393 cost estimate

"" ~,ev~sed from May 2001 Supplemental Feas~b=hrv Study. See ,~K;t.~"~ L of this AJl~ended ROD.
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contaminated soils, and subsurface gases. The use of liquids and soil gas collection
and extraction systems will remove and treat liquids and vapor associated with the site.
Because there is no indication that the site has contributed to exceedances of
groundwater standards, only monitoring will be undertaken to address groundwater.
The containment systems, however, will prevent the infiltration of rainwater which might
otherwise contribute to groundwater contamination by flushing contaminants present in
vadose zone soils below the water table. ICs will be implemented to protect the
integrity of the capping systems, restdct future land use, restrict potential future
groundwater use, and ensure access for ongoing O&M activities.

Alternative 2 complies with ARARs and is implementable using readily available and
proven capping technologies. Engineering controls will be installed to protect on-site
businesses from soil gas emissions. Alternative 2 is cost-effective, providing a high
level of protectiveness at reasonable cost. Alternative 2 also considers current and
future land uses and anticipates the likelihood that the WDI site will be targeted for
industrial redevelopment by other parties. At the same time, implementation of
Altemative 2 is not dependant on successful redevelopment activities as is Alternative
3.

2. Description of the Revised Remedy

The revised remedy under this Amended ROD addresses the increased lateral extent
of waste mater~al and soil gas outside of the reservoir and Area 2, including additional
waste containment and gas collection, extraction, and migration control systems
beyond those identified in the original ROD. Capping will be implemented through the
use of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir (in Area 2) with the addition of several
types of other engineered capping systems beyond the reservoir. Based on additional
information obtained since the original 1993 ROD, the extent and volume of waste are
sufficiently great that it is not practical or cost-effective to excavate waste from the site
perimeter for reconsolidation beneath the cap in Area 2. An analysis of a partial
excavation alternative (Alternative 4) was performed in the Supplemental Feasibility
Study and evaluated in the Proposed Plan. EPA determined that this excavation
alternative was significantly more costly (over $11 million), posed a number of risks,
and would not provide sufficient benefits to warrant the substantial additional costs
compared to containment. The revised remedy in the Amended ROD also addresses
soil g~s collection, treatment, and migration control systems and adopts soil gas
performance standards. Gas collection and extraction systems will be installed to
remove and treat soil vapor from beneath the capped areas in the reservoir area.
Passive gas m~gration control systems (e.g. bioventing wells) or active gas extraction
systems ~soii vaoor e×tract~on systems) will be installed outside of the reservoir and
Area 2. In-business air will be monitored to ensure protectiveness of the gas migration
or gas extraction components. A liquids ~,ollection system will be installed to collect
leachate and free liquids from within the reservoir boundary’, tnstitutionalcontrols will
be implemented to prevent,exposure to waste and to project the integrity of the
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As a final remedy, the revised remedy also includes long-term O&M of all environmental
control systems associated with the site to ensure that all systems are functioning
effectively and to control access to the site. Long-term monitoring of remedial systems
will be conducted to demonstrate that performance standards and ARARs are
achieved. Based on these monitoring results, EPA may require implementation of
additional remedial systems and corrective actions as required to assure that
Performance standards and ARARS are sustained. Long-term O&M includes work
needed to provide aesthetic mitigation measures to minimize community impacts and
ensure that site systems are aesthetically compatible with the surrounding land uses to
the maximum extent practicable.

3. Components of the Revised Remedy

RCRA-eQuivalent CaD (’Reservoir - Area 2): Capping is EPA’s presumptive
remedy for landfills. Consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance, including
Guidance for Conductinq Remedial investiqations/Feasibility.Studies for
CERCLA Municipa( Landfill Sites (EPA OSWER Directive 9355.3-tl, February
1991 )., and Presumptive R.emedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA
Directive 9355.0-49FS, September 1993), the remedy uses containment to
address the low-level threat from the site. This remedy incorporates a RCRA-
equivalent cap to provide containment for the reservoir portion of Area 2. The
cap shall be designed tO meet RCRA-equivalent engineering and performance
standards for hazardous waste containment, and include a composite, multiple-
layered barrier that wilt tncorporate an engineered system including a
geosynthetic layer (e.g., a geosynthetic clay layer [GCL]) and additional earthen
materials designed to prevent direct exposure to buried waste and minimize
surface water infiltration.

The proposed RCRA-equ~vatent cap will cover an estimated 306,000 ft2 area at
the WDt site. The ecluivatent cap design will include generically thefollowing
layers, from top to bottom:

A 2-foot thick vegetative layer (sloped to drain)
A drainage layer
A multiple-component composite barrier layer
A gas collection layer
A foundation layer (a rnmlmum of 2 feet thick above buried waste material)

Severat alternative ees~gns to: the RCRA-equivalent cap are shown in Figure 8.
Exact specifications for the RCRA--equwalent cap will be finalized during the
remedia~ design process Design submittals will include (1)evaluations of

/
/
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alternative RCRA-equivalent capping designs, and (2) demonstrations that the
proposed capping design will achieve the general performance objectives and
specific performance standards for RCRA hazardous waste landfill covers.
Monitonng will be conducted to evaluate compliance with cap performance
standards and ARARs.

bo Enqineered Capping System: The "engineered capping system" (referred to in
the Proposed Plan and the Supplemental Feasibility Study as a "monofill cap"), is
a generic term intended to include several different capping configurations: The
engineered capping systems may include an evapotranspirative graded soil
monofill cover (or "monocover" that uses low conductivity soils and vegetation to
control subsurface infiltration), a multi-layered soil cap, asphalt, and/or concrete,
that will be utilized to cap different areas of the site. Capping systems for areas
outside the reservoir (in Area 2) will be designed to achieve performance
standards for RCRA solid waste landfills, including a 1-foot thick barrier layer
with a hydraulic conductivity of 104 centimeters per second (cm/sec). Several
alternative designs for the RCRA-equivalent caps are shown in Figure 9. The
exact design and specifications for the engineered capping systems will be
finalized during the remedial design process. Design submittals will include (1)
evaluations o! alternative capping designs, and (2) demonstrations that the
proposed capping designs will achieve the general performance objectives and
specific performance standards for RCRA solid waste landfill covers.

The engineered capping system will contain areas underlain by waste materials
in Areas 1,2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8: A total of approximately 638,240 square feet (ft2)
of area will be covered by these capping systems. The waste materials at the
site are presently covered by approximately one to fifteen feet of fill material.
This fill material is random in nature ranging from fine grain soil to gravel with
construction debris. The fill material may satisfy the performance requirements
for a soil monofill cap. The engineered capping systems will be designed to
promote drainage and, with suitable vegetation, minimize erosion, accommodate
setthng and subsidence, and function with a minimum of maintenance.

During design and construction of the engineered capping systems, the existing
fill material will be analyzed at a frequency intended to assure that it complies

~-with the appropriate engineenng properties and designated performance
requirements for hydraulic conductivity, compaction, density, moisture content,
and structural loading. Material for the soil monocover will be excavated,
reconditioned, replaced, and compacted. Areas containing unsuitable materials
will be reconditioned. If waste is encountered, it will be removed and
reconsolidated under an engineered cap; waste materials will not be
incorporated fn any engineered cap. Surfaces will be regraded, where
necessary, to ~mprove drainage. The surfaces will aiso be vegetated with
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C°

drought-resistant native plants to provide protection against erosion. If an
irrigation system is required, the system will be carefully controlled to prevent
over-watering, which could lead to increases in the amount of liquids in contact
with the waste. In areas that are currently covered by paving or foundations, the
asphalt and/or concrete will be evaluated for serviceability, and specifications for
rehabilitation and improvement as necessary to meet the performance standards
for engineered capping systems will be finalized during remedial design.
Features of the existing surface cover for the site are shown on Figure 10.

i

Gas Collection & Extraction (Reservoir in Area 2): A soil gas collection and
extraction system will be installed beneath the RCRA-equivalent cap that will
consist of a geocomposite gas collection layer and a network of collector pipes
installed immediately beneath the geomembrane barrier layer. A conceptual
layout for the gas collection system is shown on Figure 11. Initially, this gas
collection system will be operated as an active system by using a blower to
create a negative pressure on the system. The extracted gases from the
reservoir area will be treated by an appropriate technology (e.g., Granular
Activated Carbon [GAC])to achieve ARARs for emissions. The engineering
details of the system will be determined during remedial design. Monitoring of
COCs in gas emissions during O&M will be conducted to demonstrate that the
gas control system complies with ARARs.

Following the first year of operation, EPA may determine that the gas volumes
and gas emission rates are low enough so that the blower operation could be
terminatedand the system run as a passive gas collection system. The active
extraction system would be shutdown in phases including steps for intermittent
(i.e., pulsing) operations, before transition to a passive system would be
completed. Implementaiion of changes to system operations and gas treatment
(i.e.. transitioning to a passive system, and modification or suspension of gas
treatment) will be required to comply With ARARs and Performance Standards
and be subject to prior EPA review and approval.

Liquids Collection, Treatment, and Disposal: System components wilibe
provided for storage handling, and treatment (as necessary) of wastes
generated from implementation of the revised remedy. The liquids collection

.._system will include LCPs that consist of recovery wells to be installed within the
reservoir boundary (!n Area 2) to monitor for the existence of free*liquids within
the buried waste. The reservoir liquids extracted from the reservoir LCPs, as
well as omer wastes generated during the revised remedy, will be characterized,
stored, treated, and disposed of ~n accordance with chemical-specific ARAP, s.
Hazardous waste criIena incorporated in the ARARs are applicable to site liquids
for the purposes of determinIng h~.. idling and off-site disposal requirements. Off-
site disposal wilt be at facilities approved by EPA. Locations for the LCPs and
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,Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision
other liquids collection system components will be established during the
remedial design.

e, Engineerin.q Controls: Engineering controls will be installed in existing buildings
to minimize the potential for exposure to buried wastes and soil gas. Some of
the existing buildings are constructed over the buried waste materials. Where
technically feasible, these buildings will be provided with engineering controls to
prevent the potential build-up of soil gases in their interiors. The engineering
controls may consist of sealing penetrations in the floor slabs, installation of
passive or active gas venting systems below floor slabs, installation of positive
pressure heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) improvements, or
some combination of these controls to be determined during remedial design.
In-business air will continue to be monitored to assure that the soil gas migration
control or gas extraction systems (see discussion below in paragraph 3. f. of this
section) remain protective of human health and are functioning effectively.

The northwestern portion of the reservoir area is covered with an asphalt parking
lot (approximately 3 acres) that is currently used for recreational vehicle storage,
EPA expects that this vehicle storage facility will require relocation to allow for
construction of the RCRA-equivalent cap and engineered capping systems in
Area 2.

Where it is not technically feasible to retrofit the existing structures to install
engineering controls, the existing structures shall be demolished and removed,
and an engineered cap constructed over tne buried waste. The decision
concerning whether to provide englnee[ing controls or remove particular existing
buildings will be finahzed during remedial design. Criteria to be considered in
determining which structures may need to be demolished include:

Structures that are Iocatecl over waste or contaminated soil;
Structures tnat are susceptible to the build-up of soil gas emissions;
Structures wzlh concrete toundat~on slabs that are severely cracked or
damaged;
Structures w~tn designs that preclude retrofitting to install engineering
controls:
Structures with mternat equipment that precludes installation of
engineenng controls.
Structures that would ~rec~ude or interfere with construction and O&M of
t,he remedy.

Any permanent or temporaq, fe~ocahons Of businesses at the site necessary for
imptementatton of the remedy as fv ,’~sea in tins .Amended ROD shall be
undertaken in a manner cons~slent w~th pohoes of the Uniform Relocation

//
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Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S.C. §§ 4600 et
seq) and its implementing regulations (49 CFR §§ 24 et seq). Any persons
displaced as a direct result of the remedy as revised in this Amended ROD shall
be treated fairly, consistently and equitably.

Access to the WDI site will be controlled through the use of appropriate physical
barriers, such as fences and walls, that will be designed to be aesthetically
compatible with existing and anticipated future land uses.

Mitigation of site impacts will include construction of a barrier (landscaping in
combination with other appropriate structures) that blocks a direct-line-of-sight
between the site and the adjacent high school, playing fields, and parking lot. in
addition, the barrier will prevent drainage from flowing onto the high school
property, and will reduce transmission of noise and limit visual access to the
school playing fields and parking lot for enhanced school facility security.

f.

g,

Gas Miqration Control or Additional Gas Extraction Syste.ms (Outside of the
Reservoir in Area 2): In addition to the gas collection and extraction systems
that will be installed under the cap for the reservoir, passive gas migration control
or active gas extraction systems will be installed around the perimeter of the
engineered capping systems outside of the reservoir. These systems will reduce
generation of methane, enhance biodegradation of hydrocarbons, and prevent
migratioa of gases beyond buried waste perimeters and site boundaries. These
controls will include passive bioventing wells, soil vapor extraction systems, or
other appropriate technology as necessary to comply with performance
standards and ARARs for soil gas emissions. A conceptual layout of bioventing
well locations is shown on Figure11. Monitoring for COCs in soil gas during
O&M will be conducted to assure that gas extraction or gas migration control
systems comply with performance standards (see discussion below in this
Section) and ARARs The revised remedy incorporates in-business air quality
monitoring. The layout of vapor monitoring well locations will be developed
during remedial design. Location of monitoring points, frequency of sampling,
methods of analyses, and procedures for data evaluation and reporting will also
be determined during remedial design.

,..-Jnstitutional Controls: Institutional controls will be implemented in order to
ensure the long-term integrity of the remedy and to prevent exposure to waste
remaining at the site.

The obiectives of institutional controls for the WDI site are:

To provide notification to ah potentia site users of the presence of
hazardous materials and on-site contamination;
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° To provide notification to potential site users concerning the presence and

location of all remedial systems;

To expressly prohibit residential land use on any part of the site and limit
future uses to certain industrial activities;

To minimize the potential for exposure of future site users to site related
hazardous materials (including waste materials, groundwater, and/or soil
gas emissions);

To protect the integrity of the remedy from any activity that may interfere
with the effective O&M of remedial control and monitoring systems;

To provide access to the site for appropriate regulatory agencies and
responsible parties engaged in approved remedial actions and monitoring
activities.

To implement these objectives, EPA anticipates that restrictive covenants will be
executed and recorded on all of the properties at the WDI site, as well as any
other properties which EPA determines may require institutional controls to
achieve the objectives listed above. The restrictive covenants shall run with the
land and be enforceable under California law (including California Civil Code
Section 1.471) against all future property owners and tenants. EPA shall oversee
compliance with the use restrictions. The restrictive covenants shall provide for
access by EPA and the State, as well as by PRPs conducting the remedial
acbon, and their contractors, for the following purposes:

1 Monitoring the remedial action, and monitoring and O&M;
2. Verifying any data or information submittedto EPA or the State;
3. Conducting investigabons relating to contamination at or near the site;
4. Obtaining samples;
5. Assessing the need for, planning, or implementing additional response
actions at or near the site;
6. Assessing implementation of quality assurance and quality control
practices as defined in the approved Quality Assurance Project Plans;
7. Implementing the remedial action, monitoring, and O&M;
8. Assessing compliance with the access easements and environmental
restrictions; and
9. Determining whether the site or other property is being used in a
manner that ~s prohibited or restricted by the environmental restrictions, or
that may need to be prohibited or restncted.

The land use restrictions in the restnctive covenants shall include compliance by
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all users of the properties with the following restrictions:

1. Placement of warning signs or other posted information shall be.
allowed and, once posted, no removal or interference with such signs or
information shall be permitted.
2. Placement of site access controls, such as gates or fencing, shall be
allowed and shall not be damaged or circumvented.
3. The site or such other property shall not be used in any manner that
may interfere with or affect the integrity of the remedial cap or other
components of the remedy, as constructed pursuant to this Amended
ROD.
4. Construction not approved by EPA that impacts any of the remedial
capping or other remedy components shall not.occur.
5. No interference with or alterations to the grading, vegetation and
surface water and drainage controls shall be made without the prior
written approval of EPA
6. Portions of the site or such other adjacent property underlain by waste
materials or in soil gas noncompliance areas shall not be regraded without
the prior written approval of EPA.
7. Areas of asphalt or concrete pavement shall not be removed or
improved without the prior written approval of EPA.
8. No penetrations or interferences (including, but not limited to, utility
trench excavations excavations for fence posts, excavations for planting
trees or large bushes, foundation excavations, and foundation piles) within
the remedial cap or any other areas with remedial controls shall occur
without the prior written approval of EPA.
9. Deep-rooting plants (plants whose root systems will penetrate more
than two feet below ground surface) shall not be planted without the prior
written approval of EPA.
10. Approval from EPA must be obtained for settings of irrigation controls.
Such settings shall not be changed without the prior written approval of
EPA.
11. Drainage channels and pipes shall not be blocked, rerouted or
otherwise interfered with without the prior written approval of the EPA.
12. No new openings shall be made in building floor slabs in buildings
located over waste materials or over soil gas noncompliance areas
without the prior written approval of EPA.
13. The integrity of existing and future foundations shall be maintained in
areas underlain by waste materials or in soil gas noncompliance areas.
All cracks or damage :n such foundations shatl be reported to EPA and
DTSC
14. Indoor gas controls sn~,,, not be circumvented.
15 Indoor gas sensors or alarms shall not be turned off or interfered with.
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16. Soil gas control systems shall not be turned off or interfered with.
17. Monitoring points, including but not limited to groundwater monitoring
wells, soil gas probes, reservoir (in Area 2) ieachate collection wells, soil
gas vents, and survey monuments, shall not be blocked or otherwise
obstructed.
18. Monitoring wells shall not be opened; nothing shall be placed into the
monitoring wells except by authorized personnel permitted to monitor the
wells.
19. Liquids recovery systems, liquids treatment systems, and treated
liquids storage facilities shall not be turned off or interfered with.
20. Groundwater supply or monitoring wells shall not be constructed
without the prior written approval of EPA, and there shall be no extraction
of or injection into groundwater on the site.
21. Owners of the site or any portion thereof shall disclose all institutional
controls to all tenants on the property.
22. Owners of the site or any portion thereof shall inform EPA of the
identities of all tenants on the property.
23. During construction, excavation, or grading of any type, measures
shall be taken to ensure that there is no offsite migration of dust, odors or
organic vapors. During such activities, appropriate measures shall be
taken to protect the health and welfare of on-site personnel’and workers
and to’prevent offsite impacts.
24. Prior written approval must be obtained from EPA for all building or
site modifications.
25. Waste materials shall not be excavated without the prior written
approval of andsupervision by EPA.
26. No new construction shall occur on the site without the prior written
approval of EPA.

(a) New construction shall be supported by subsurface
explorations and analytical laboratory data to characterize the
construction area for the possible existence of waste materials.
(b) If contaminants are discovered in the construction area, they
shall be remediated or buildings and structures must be
appropriately designed to protect occupants:
(c) Appropriate worker and public health and safety precautions,
including but not limited to dust control, safety plans, and other
forms of worker protection, must be taken prior to approval of
construction.

27. Borehotes, foundation piles, or other subsurface penetrations into the
reservoLr (in Area 2) or any other area of the site which could create
conduits allowing wastes to migrate to groundwater shatl not be made
without the pnor written app, oval of EPA.
28. Construction workers shall be provided with appropriate personal
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protective equipment while they are working at the site.
29. Pesticides or herbicides shall not be applied to the capped areas of
the site or to areas surrounding monitoring points without the prior written
approval of EPA.
30. Use of any septic tanks on the property shall be discontinued and
such tanks shall be decommissioned in accordance with local regulations.
31. The site or such other property shall not be used or redeveloped for
residential use; use as a hospital, school for people aged 21 and under, or
day care center; or other uses by sensitive receptors.

In addition, EPA will work with the City of Santa Fe Springs to ensure that the
City’s master plan for redevelopment of the site is consistent with the institutional
control objectives described in this Amended ROD. EPA may also work with the
City of Santa Fe Springs to develop ordinances to prohibit residential use; use as
a hospital, school for people aged 21 and under, or day care center; or other
uses by sensitive receptors, and to limit activities on the site thathave not been
approved by EPA.

h. Lonq-term Groundwater Monitoring: Long-term groundwater monitoring will be
conducted to ensure that the site does not contribute toexceedances of
groundwater standards. The primary goal of groundwater monitoring will be to
detect, as early as possible, releases or migration of contaminants from WDI
sources~(e.g., buried reservoir in Area 2, buried waste areas, and soil gas to
groundwater). The monitoring program will meet the requirements of a detection
monitoring program as specified in State of California regulations for interim
status hazardous waste management units or facilities. A groundwater
"monitoring plan shall be developed that outlines a list of parameters to be
sampled and analyzed for methodology, monitoring frequency, and statistical
analyses. Objectives of the long-term groundwater monitoring program include:

Establish a detechon mon~tonng program to monitor potential release,
leaching, or m~grat~on of contaminants from on-site waste sources to
groundwater:

Comparison of groundwater monitoring data with groundwater MCLs;

Collect~on of grounawater elevation data to monitor and document
conditions or changes m groundwater flow and potential contaminant
migration: and

Maintain a h~s,’oncal record ot groundwate, quality data to assess the
performance and efiectwer.~ss of the soil gas and landfiil cover remedial
actions that wdl be ~mptemented for site closure,

/
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Lonq-term O&M: Long-term operations and maintenance (O&M) will be
implemented to monitor remedial systems and to ensure that the remedy is
functioning effectively. Operations and maintenance will be performed to
achieve and sustain ARARs and Performance Standards for all capping
systems, leachate and liquids collection and monitoring systems, gas collection
and soil gas monitoring systems, groundwater monitoring, engineering controls,
irrigation, surface water management and drainage, site access and security,
grading, landscaping, use restrictions~ and visual impact mitigation.

4. Cleanup and Performance Standards

a. Soil Standards

This Amended ROD does not retain the soil cleanup standards adopted in the
1993 ROD. Since the revised remedy relies on in-situ capping of wastes rather
than removal, reconsolidation, treatment, or off-site disposal of extensive
quantities of buried wastes, EPA determined that soil cleanup standards would
not be applicable for implementation of the revised remedy.

b. Soil Gas Performance Standards

Provisional soil gas performance standards were developed by EPA in1999.
This Amended ROD adopts those provisional standards as the performance
standards for soil gas by using the Region 9 EPA preliminary remediation goals
(PRGs) for ambient mr (EPA. 2000) and applying an attenuation factor of 100 to
account for the dilution of a sol/gas contaminant to in-business air. This factor is
based on modehng that was performed in EPA’s 1989 Final Endangerment
Assessment This vaJue has been compared against literature values; Little et
al. (1992) suggests a range of attenuation (0.4 to 0.0004) that could be used for
a building at 100 meters d~stance from a landfill source. As is apparent from this
survey, the value assumed for purposes of establishing soil gas performance
standards for th~s Amend ROD falls on the conservative end of this range. Table
10 presents soil gas performance standards for COCs at the WDI site.

The following criteria were used lo develop ttlese standards:

If a chemical ~s a known carcfnogen, the PRG at the lx106 risk level was
mulhphed lay an attenuation factor of 100;

If a chemical ~s a pr~.,.,a,.,e carcinogen the PRG at the lxl0s risk level
was mulhphed by an attenu(_.:on factor of 100;
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If the chemical is a possible carcinogen, the PRG at the lx104 risk level
was multiplied by an attenuation factor of 100;

If the chemical is a noncarcinogen, the PRG at a hazard quotient of 0.2
was multiplied by an attenuation factor of 100. A hazard quotient of 0.2 is
used to take into account exposures to up to five chemicals that are co-
located on the site; a hazard quotient of 0.2 is often used by Cal EPA in
setting other health-risk based standards such as MCLs for drinking water.

These soil gas performance standards will be applied outdoors in areas near
selected buildings and along the perimeter of the site. As part of the revised
remedy, gas migration or soil gas extraction including systems for collection,
extraction, and treatment of gases (from the reservoir in Area 2 as well as areas
outside of the reservoir perimeter) will be implemented and monitored as
necessary to attain and sustain these performance standards at near-building
locations and at the perimeter of the site. Location of monitoring wells for
determination of compliance with these soil gas performance standards will be
determined during remedial design.

c. Groundwater Monitoring

The remedy incorporates groundwater monitoring for analyses of the COCs
listed in"Table 2. Groundwater monitoring will be conducted as part of the
revised remedy in order to detect changes in the current groundwater conditions
at the site and determine if the site is causing exceedances in groundwater
MCLs.

The groundwater monitoring program will include the following elements:

Backqround wells to monitor and document the quality of groundwater that has
not been affected by an on-site release;

Point of Compli.ance (POC) Wells (downgradient edge of buried wastes, and
screened within the uppermost aquifer) to be monitored for detection of potential
releases and impacts to groundwater from site-related waste sources;

Near-Source Detection Wells to detect potential site-related releases before
impacts are measured at the POC;

Verification Wells or Guard Wells for monitoring downgradient property line wells
to ensure that site contaminants (i, present-in groundwater) do not migrate off-
site and potentially impactprivate or municipal water supply wells.
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The groundwater monitoring well network will be determined during remedial
design.

The groundwater monitoring program will require evaluation and reporting of all
sampling data for EPA review. In the event that changed groundwater conditions
are detected as a result of releases for the site, EPA may require additional
groundwater sampling and the installation of additional monitoring wells.

5. .Summary of Estimated Remedy Costs

As reported in the May 2001 Supplemental Feasibility Study, the capital and O&M costs
for Alternative’ 2 were estimated at approximately $7,542,332. A present worth analysis
was performed for each remedial alternative. A discount factor was applied to itemize
expenditures for each of the alternatives that occur beyond the base year over the
period of analysis. All costs for the alternatives during the period of analysis are related
to a common base year. This allows the cost of the final remedial action to be
compared on the basis of a single figure representing the amount of money that, if
invested in the base year and disbursed as needed, would be sufficient to cover all
costs associated with the remedial action and O&M over its planned life.

In conducting the present worth analysis for future costs, assumptions were made
regarding the selection of the discount rate and the period of performance. For the
WDI site, the discount rate of 3.5 percent was selected based on the difference
between the Consumer Price Index (CPI) and the current 30-year long-term bond rate
at the time the analysis was conducted. A period of performance of 30 yearswas
adopted in the analysis, based on the minimum 30-year post-closure care requirement
for landfill containment systems. It is anticipated, however, that long-term operations
and maintenance, environmental monitoring, and periodic costs may extend beyond the
msnimum 30-year period.

The final cost of the remedy is highly sensitive to the selection of the discount factor
due to significant O&M and periodic costs that will be incurred over the period of
analysis. In general, a discount rate of 7.0 percent is used to estimate the present
value,of future costs for Federal facilities, including those under Superfund authority.
However, Office of Management and Budget Circular No. A-94 suggests a different
discount factor may be applied for sites or projects that meet certain criteria. The
criteria include the following:

Future year expenditures will be high;
Costs are sensitive to the discount rate: and
Cost witi continue beyond 30 years.

The net present value of the annual and periodic costs is substantial and is estimated to

AROD_061402w’pd.wpd
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be approximately 50 percent of the total presentvalue of the revised remedy. Thus, the
future year expenditures will be high relative to capital costs. Moreover, due to the
relatively high level of future year costs, the total net present value of the remedy is
sensitive to the discount rate. Finally, it is anticipated that future costs will continue to
accrue beyond a 30-year period. Although a planning period of 30 years was applied in
the remedy comparative analysis, O&M, environmental monitoring, institutional controls,
and other periodic costs are expected to continue to accrue beyond this period. The
WDI site, therefore, meets all three of the criteria described in the OMB Circular No. A-
94.

Since completion of the Supplemental Feasibility Study and issuance of the Proposed
Plan, EPA has made revisions to the estimated cost for implementation of the revised
remedy. These revisions are considered necessary based on further predesign
evaluation of Alternative 2 and minor revisions of scope to include mitigation for visual
and noise impacts to the community. The cost estimate for the revised remedy has
been revised from $7,542,000 to $7,830,000. The revised cost estimate, based on
information provided by the WDIG (January 2002), as approved by EPA, is summarized
in Table 11.

6. Chanqes in Expected Outcomes

Implementation of the revised remedy wilt result in the following changes in expected
outcomes:

Contaminated soil will be contained "on the site utilizing engineered capping
systems. Activities for reconsolidation of wastes to any significant degree, and
removal of wastes and disposal at off-site facilities are not included in the revised
remedy under this Amended ROD. Soil cleanup standards adopted in the 1993
ROD have not been retained for this Amended ROD;

Soil gas performance standarcls have been adopted by this Amended ROD;
remedy components will be constructed, operated and maintained to achieve
and sustain performance standards to minimize gas migration from buried waste
on the site;

The revised remedy adds a liquids collection component for the collection of
leachate (from the reservoir in Area 2) and other site-related liquids for handling
at offsite treatment and disposal facilities;

This Amended ROD incorporates long-term groundwater monitoring that will
detect changes in groundwater quality at the site and ensure that groundwater
MCLs are not being exceeded due ,o WDI waste sources.
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TABLE 11

COST ESTIMATE FOR REVISED REMEDY
WASTE DISPOSAL. INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Capital Costs -
m,~:,~p.,m l Quanihy.. Unit

~NPOES Penmts 1
INPDES Pem~s - O&M 1

LS¸’

Unit Cost .Total Cost :
Uana~ Plans

Schedule L5 6820 6,820
~ha~fety Plan     "’ ,t LS ¯ 6956 6.956.,

jSamFlling and Anmys~s Plan lJLS g722 9,722
[Permds I 50416 50.416

LS 7485 ¯ 7.485
LS 5141 5,141

QNQC Plan 1 L5, 9094 9,094
Traffic Control Plan 1 L5 21¯62 2,162
O&M Plan 1 L5 15754 15,754
Procucenlent 1 LS 16168 16,168

Constnc~lOn
HO suppo~ 11 MTH 12490 137.390
Sde Admin 6 ATH 52O4O 312,240
Site MOO/Dem~ 1 L5 27O2O 27,020
Clear and Gru0 19 Acre 1133 21.527
Close Wells 2960 38 113.072
Remove Concmze SlaOS" 32398 1.43 46,329
BreakJRetocale CoP<rete and Bncks 212 rcy 192;21 40,749~
Break Aspl’xalI 130956 [IF 0.24 31.429
Install/Remo~ S,II Fence 43O0LF 8.49 36,493
Install/Remove Hay Ba+se 1000 rLF’ !2.62 12.620¸
Ovemxcavate Fdl Areas 64797 CY 3,85 249,156
Leac*~ale Coaecton Po,nts 4 EA 1805.25 7,221
B~ovenl We~t~ 25 EA 1761.12 44.028
InstalljBudOin~l COntrol S.yslem 1 EA 28821 28,821
Re~Ve Cot< 8u,l~gl~ Contro, SvSlem T,e,’ct~
Relocate B~Cz~ Occupanls               ’t

1500 SF 8.80 13.20C
1 ~EA 11000 11.000

SIormwater Pavement [~erro/RestoratTc~ : 50 SF 20.10 .1,005;
AI’K:P~r Trercn Penmeler Dra+P 1885 LF 50.13 94.49~
Storm D+’a+n to Offs,le I...560 LLF 36.00 56.163
Sl0ml Ora+n Cltct~ Barn tn’~e,1 ¯ J 2 EA 458t 9,162
Geocoml~:X)s=le Gas Coaect,o,,- 3OO584 SF 0.47 141,255
Gas ColleCtion 5,yslen"

Im~atK:~t 5y~lem, Noe,J~. East Cow-,e, O,~.Z’

1920 LF 7.76 14.900
Install 60 ml HOPE 3Q6355 SF 0.67 2~.396
Ins~$ Dram Layer C~ocon’x~cs+te

Stanuo S~stem
Sod Cover ~ .~eas i

3~5355 5F 0¯4-4 135.650
mst~,/~, S~m Coa~     .. 92552 SF 0 78 71.83;
Instal~ EJ(trac:l,,o~ System 1LS 174.44 17.444

I iLS 4081 4.061

See<~n~ o~ Graoe~ A~eas                    i

777561 CY 11 21 871.679
[

t93~
LF 11.09 37,25,4
Acre 1917 37.068

Trees/Snrul~ Non~ East Come" 1 tLS 24943 24,943
AS-6u,RS { 1 j LS 44117 ,44,117
Graoe RV PII~ IO Su~rou~o,~r~ ’G,,~’2,,es t

Oen~,+J’~ C+E Bu,m,,’~ .. i

16735 CY 3.30 55,255
[NlmohsP~ Brolne~ ~,.K~ 5740 SF 353 20,258

64OO SF 441 28,221
tIn~t+,,+l 2~+ Fence ¯{ 475 LF 29,70 14,108

T e~"~a~ Re.cat <x’ ,~ 2 E~ 5OOOO t 00,000

.,,           I

t !

3.245 310
486.797
373.211

i TOTAL CAPITAL COST                j 4,tl 0.0co
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TABLE 11 (Continued)

COST ESTIMATE FOR REVISED REMEDY
WASTE DISPOSAL INC. SUPERFUND SJTIE

Annual Costs of O&M (calculated for a 30-year, minimum period)

D;sc"F"~ I. o.u~ u~t
~sb~ttonal Conln)ts Mond0nr~ tQ,uanerty~ 1 Year" ’
Enforcement .a~ls (1 per ~ear~ 1 IYear

L~:y Ova, mgt~ (10% of O&M oosl=! 1 rYear
Soil Gas Monimnng ((~rterty) 1 Year
Groundwater Mon~’~ (Quanedy!" 1 Year
tn-Bus~ness ~r. ,Mpnaon~,ng (Se~-ennua,~,} . 1 Year’
Reservolr LKluid Sun~ (300 ~allon per year) I Year
Slormwatar Monitoeing (4 Mr~o~eS per yearI l~Ye,ar,
Bmvent Mo~<onn~

lFim year (25 Mmples ~-a~a,~: I ’Year
[Years 2-30 {25 sam~es pe~, ..yea~) I Year

Soil Gas ContrO4 System Beneal~ Roe Cap
Fi~t par (12 r, arr~o~S1 1 Year
Years 2~30 {4 san~tWe$ per year~ I Year
Replace Stand Pzpe’or<~e at 10 veers 1 Year
Replace Sland P~pe m’,ce at2,0 veers 1’Year "

Annual Reporls 1 Year
Cap over Reserver

IM.o~v, ~rass .... , 1 Year
n:~ent com.~ I V~.~l

Engineered Cap Area 2 Wlo Rese~,,o,,
tMo~ ~lrass I Year

E½,,’..er~ C~’p o~,~o. ~a
]Mo. ~rass 1 Y’ear

Replace 20’/o Er’,~,neere~ AC C..ove* e’~e~ 7 5 .~a~s ’
7.5 yea~ 1 Year’

, ,    ~5~ars t ’~;a,~
2?. 5 Years I Year

. 30 .years
~

I Yea,"
Replace 2@/~, Er~ne.eted.C.o?c. tee Co~e.~.~7 ? 5 ~,~ ’

7.5 ~a~ .. t 1 Year
. : 15 year~ I. ’I Yea~

30~a-s . . ].., " " ~"Year
?
t1TOT~’L PRESENT WORTH O~ .&NN~IAL O&M

Cost/Unit
16.992
10.400
18.500
73,132
29.579

6.3O4
3.835
2.2OO

~.~
11.275

4,620
1.54C

75;
37;

10,,0001

495
2,00~

512

249

8.699
8,699
8.699
8,699

5,027
5.027
5.027
5.O27

At~rt O&M .... Present Worth
16,992 312,518
10,400 191,277
18.500 340.253
73,132 1,345,047
29.579 ..544.018

6,304 ~ 115,943
3,835 70.533
2.2OO 40,462

¯ 11.275 203,353

4,620 4.464
1.540 27.775

75 624
37 526

10.000 183,920

495 ,. 9,104
2.000 .36.784

512 9.417

249 4,580

8:699 " so.s2~
8.699 43.668
8.699 33,737
8.899 26.065

5.027 32.663
5,0,27 " " 25,235
5.027 .. 19,49~
5.027 15,063_

ITOTAL CAPITAL AND Pw 0~c ANNUAL O&M I

2

//"
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The revised remedy presented in this Amended ROD will be generally
compatible with the city’s desire to redevelop the site in the future. To the extent
that redevelopment will not hinder or interfere with site remediation, the design
for the remedy will be prepared so as not to preclude appropriate redevelopment
of the site for certain industrial uses. Implementation will provide for reviews by
the City of Santa Fe Springs during the remedial design process. In addition, to
the maximum extent practicable, remedial design by the WDIG wi~! seek to
accommodate redevelopment grading and layout alternatives th~e being
evaluated by the City as part of its WDI site redevelopment mas~planning.

M. Statutory Determinations

-~ Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The revised remedy selected in this Amended ROD remains proteGti*~4~of human health
and the environment through the use of containment systems to reduce the potential for
exposure to waste, contaminated soil, and soil gas. This remedy~__.,duces the risks of
exposure to contaminated soil by using EPA’s presumptive reme~r landfills; the
sources of contamination and contaminated soils will be contained.by a RCRA-
equivalent cap and associated engineered capping systems in areas overlying buried
waste. Liquids and gas collection systems will be used to coilect,~xtract, and treat site
liquids and subsurface gases to reduce the levels of exposure. -..~-addition, institutional
controls will be ~implemented to protect the integrity of the rem~�ontrol site use and
access, restrict groundwater use, and prevent exposure to b~Qntaminated wastes
and soils. Finally, long-term groundwater monitoring will be conducted to ensure the
protectiveness of the remedy.

There are no short-term threats from the site that cannot be readily mitigated. Further,
no cross media impacts are expected as a result of implementing the remedy.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and ApproprPate Requirements (ARARs)

The revised remedy will attain and sustain ARARs. ARARs identified for the revised
remedy and the action to be taken to attain the requirements are listed in Table 12.

3. Cost-Effectiveness

Cost-effectiveness is determined by evaluation of three balancing criteria: (1) long-term
effectiveness and permanence; (2) reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through
treatment; and (3) short-term effectiveness. Overall effectiveness is then compared to
estimated remediation costs to ensure that the revised remedy is cost-effective.

The remedy proposed in this Amended ROD enhances the long-term effectiveness of

AROD 061402wpd.wpd Page !1 - 70
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the original remedy since it extends the areal limits of the capping systems to contain
additional wastes that have been identified since the signature of the original ROD in
1993. This revised remedy also achieves a high level of short-term effectiveness
because it minimizes any exposure to wastes during implementation of the remediation.
Although this remedy does not employ treatment, mobility of wasteis reduced through
containment. Because the revised remedy should be highly effective and has a
reasonable estimated cost of $7,830,000, the revised remedy is cost-effective.

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technoloqies or
Resource Recovery Technoloqies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

..... ;-"~-~’,’{h~ treatment of site wastes was evaluated in the feasibility studies, EPA
"- ~_,~-~:~3etermmed~tha~e~.~temats, es~vere not practicable. EPA has determined that the

,-_-~.~ remedy described in this Amended ROD represents the maximum extent to which
_.. permanent solutions and treatment technologies can be applied in a cost-effective

manner for containment of wastes at the WDI site,

5. Preference for Treatment

Containment is EPA’s presumptive remedy for landfills. The removal and treatment of
all or even a substantial portion of the wastes buried at the WDI site is not technically or
economically feasible. In addition, removal and offsite disposal of WDI site wastes and
contaminated #_6ils would incur short-term risks. EPA expects that containment, gas
collection and removal, liquids removal, and long-term monitoring will be protective of
human health and the environment and is implementable. This revised remedy uses
containment, monitoring, and institutional controls rather than treatment to address the
threats posed by contamination.

6, Five-Year Review

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels
that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a statutory review wil[ be
conducted at least once every five years after initiation of the remedial action to ensure
that the remedy is protective of human health and the environment.

=

N. Documentation of Significant Changes fromthe Proposed Plan

The revised remedy remains substantially identical to that presented in the Proposed
Plan. Responding to comments from community me-rnbers, EPA will include mitigation
for visual and noise impacts to nearby landowners and tenants. Mitigation will include
construction of a direct-line-of-sight barrier along the northern site boundary to reduce
adverse visual and noise impacts, contro: drainage, and control site access. EPA has
revised the cost estimate for the revised remedy from $7,542,000 to $7,830,000.
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Responsiveness Summary

Part 111 - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site

Amended Record of Decision

~-~ Overview

-~ EPA’s revised remedy for the Waste Disposal, Inc. (WDI) Superfund site involves
;~.~-~ construction of containment systems designed to minimize the potential for exposure to
_~~ite~4e~e~eeataminants. Because the WD! site contains significant buried waste,

.~:- ...............->:.:~-~-.-~-o:E~~icy fer4.~ng containment as the presumptive remedy for landfills.
--:--.-~L- Accordingly, EPA will require installation of capping systems, environmental control
...... systems for soil gas and liquids, and monitodng systems to contain waste in place and
.... ensure long-term protectiveness of human health and the environment.

The remedy involves the construction of a variety of engineered capping systems, gas    ~-
collection and control systems, liquids collection systems, and groundwater monitoring
systems. The capping systems include a RCRA-equivalent layered soil and membrane
cap over the reservoir area in the center of the site, and engineered capping systems (a
graded soil cap, graded soil and asphalt cap, and graded soil and concrete cap) over
various portions of the site outside the reservoir area. Engineering controls, such as
sealing concrete floor slabs and installing ventilation systems and vapor barriers to
prevent the intrusion of landfill gas into buildings, will be installed at existing structures.
IN addition, demolition and permanent and/or temporary relocation of some existing    -:
structures and facilities may be conducted as necessary for structures where it is not
technically feasible to install engineering controls. The remedy also includes
implementation of institutional controls (legal and administrative restrictions) to control
future land use and protect the integrity, of the remedy. Long term operations,
maintenance and performance monitoring will be conductedto ensure that the remedy
is functioning as intended.

The revised remedy differs from the original remedy that was selected in the 1993
--. ~eee~Pt~ecis’i~r~(ROD) in that the revised capping systems cover a significantly~

greater area than was included in the original remedy. The revised remedy does not
include extensive excavation and reconsolidation of waste and contaminated soil as
was included in the original remedy. The revised remedy also includes long term soil
gas and in-business air monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy.
Groundwater monitoring - not included in lhe original 1993 ROD ,- has also been
added to the revised remedy to monitor remedy effectiveness and to detect potentia!
changes in site hydrologic conditions or i:,,pacts to groundwater.

AROD_O61402wl~d.w’Pd Page ~11 - I
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Responsiveness Summary

EPA received comments on the Proposed Plan for the Waste Disposal, Inc. remedy at
the public hearing on Thursday, June 14, 2001, at South Whittier Intermediate School
Appendix 1 contains a copy of the transcript for this public hearing. EPA also received
several comments through written correspondence and e-mail (see.Appendix 2). This
section summarizes those comments and presents EPA’s responses. .-~-

Summary of Alternatives

EPA evaluated five alternatives in detail for addressing the contamination at the Waste
Disposal, inc. site, including a no-action alternative. These alternatives were described

r:~ -- -~a:_detaEJa.the_S~tpplemental Feasibility Study (SFS)tha~w.as_completed in May 2001
.... -=~- and~’re Proposed Plan that was presented in June 2001. The alternatives are als~ .....

described in this Amended Record of Decision. With the exception of the No Further
Action alternative, all the alternatives propose building a RCRA-equivalent multiqayer
landfill cap over the central waste reservoir (in Area 2) and placing engineered capping
systems, including graded soil, asphalt, and/or concrete, over the buried waste outside
of the reservoir (in Area 2). All of these alternatives also include:

¯ extraction of leachate and free liquids from beneath the cap in the reservoir area;
¯ extraction and treatment of soil vapor from beneath the capping systems;
¯ installationoof engineering controls to prevent entry of soil vapor into buildings;
_, groundwater monitoring to detect any contamination from the site;
¯ institutional controls to prevent future land uses or activities that might com.oromise

the remedy and to ensure access for ongoing operations and maintenance (O&M);
¯ long term O&M.

The alternatives differ primarily in the amount of waste outside of the central reservo=r
(in Area 2) that would be excavated and consolidated within the reservoir before
capping. Alternatives 2 and 3 re!y upon containment with no significant excavation or
reconsolidation of waste. Alternatives 4 and 5 include partial and extensive excavation
and reconsotidation of waste, respectively. While Alternatives 2 through 5 anticipate
and would allow for future site redevelopment consistent with the remedy and use
restrictions, Alternative 3 explicitly included redevelopment with remediation as a single
combined process that involved removing most or all buildings on the site priorto
capping as an integral part of the City of Santa Fe Springs’ redevelopment of the site.
However, Alternative 3 would involve significant delays in the implementation of the
environmental remedy to allow for the redevelopment planning process.

EPA’s preferred alternative (Alternative 2), includes the broadest application of capping
and the least excavation of wastes of the four active proposals. This alternative
prevents contaminants from the buried waste from coming into contact with people
through soil, air, or groundwater over the long term. At the same time, it minimizes the

AROO_061402wl:x:l. w~d Page ii! - 2
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Responsiveness Summary

risk to cleanup workers and nearby occupants from waste disturbed and transported
during cleanup. The revised remedy also anticipates future land uses for the site. The
City of Santa Fe Springs is interested in the future redevelopment of the site for
industrial_land uses. The revised remedy will be designed so as not to preclude future
redevel~z~nent by others once development plans have been finalized. Although the
selec~ternative does not directly include site redevelopment, it is generally
coml:~I~le with the City of Santa Fe Springs’ goals for future redevelopment while
acc(~,=ti~ for-the uncertain development timetable.

SuR~rt Agency Comments

-- --~nLs were received.

H~ory of Community Involvement at WD!

~A p#,ced the WDI site on the National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sites in July
.~987. EPA involved the community throughout its subsequent investigation process,
which culminated in the original Record of Decision in 1993. EPA received additional
input from community members, including the Protect Our Neighborhood Committee

~---_-~(PONC) during the. design process that began in 1994. The community’s input has
been useful to. EPA in guiding investigation and design processes. EPA has also

._;~.qorovided support to PONE: through the Technical Outreach Services for Communities
-= ~OSC) program to enhance communications with the community and to provide the
_-- community with additional technical support services.

In conjunction with input from the community, EPA and potentially responsible parties
undertook additional investigations at the Site after 1994, which ultimately revealed the
need for this revised remedy. The revised remedy will more effectively address buried
wastes, soil gas, liquids, and groundwater at the Site. The results of the additional
investigations and the alternatives considered by EPA for the revised remedy are set
out in the Administrative Record for the Site and in the Supplemental Feasibility Study
(SFS) and the Proposed Plan (both of which are included in the Administrative Record).

..............OLmng ~e entir.e process, EPA has issued fact sheets to the community and conducted
public meetings with local residents, business owners, and tenants, and the nearby.
high school staff to both inform the communityof new developments and to solicit
community input. EPA held a formal public comment period on the Proposed Plan for
the revised remedy on June 1, 2001. EPA received one e-mail and two comment
letters during this comment period. EPA also held a public hearing on June 14, 2001 in
Santa Fe Springs to present the Proposed Plan and to receive comments from the
community and any interested parties.

ARO0_061402w’pd.wpd Page lit - 3
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Responsiveness Summary

Summary of Comments Received and Agency Responses

Comments from the June 14 public hearing

General comments. Two community members made generally supportive comments
¯ egarding EPA staff.

\~PA Response: EPA thanks the community for their interest and active participation in
~he investigation of the WDI site and looks fonNard to working with you as we implement

~he cleanup.

.~ditorial-cemmentson-the Proposed Plan fact sheet. One person commented that
~-~-:-~the fact sheet referred to a =Figure 4," which was not in the fact sheet.

EPA Response: EPA acknowledges that the reference should have been to =Figure 2"
and apologizes for the oversight. The commentor did not indicate any difficulty in
understanding the Proposed Plan, and EPA believes that the error does not materially
affect understanding of the Proposed Plan.

Duration of Waste Dumping. One participant commented that the Proposed Plan fact
sheet did not _mention that dumping on the site continued after the county permit
expired in 1964.

EPA Response: Although the Proposed Plan does not mention it, the Amended Record
of Decision (p. 11-5) recognizes that "most, but not all, disposal activities appeared to
have ceased" by 1964. This Amended ROD further states that some disposal activities
may have continued until 1966 as the site was being graded.

Redevelopment. Some participants expressed interest in the City of Santa Fe Springs’
redevelopment effort and its relationship to the cleanup.

EPA Response: As previously stated, the City of Santa Fe Springs has expressed an
interest in redeveloping the site for certain industrial use at some point in the future.
Specific plans for redevelopment have not been finalized, however. The City applied
for and received a grant from EPA under the Superfund Redevelopment Initiative (SRI)
to assist in the preparation of redevelopment plans for the WDI site. The grant is being
used to fund a public process to evaluate the future land uses for the site: The City is
currently developing a specific use plan that will serve as a blueprint for |uture site
redevelopment The City’s redevelopment plan and EPA’s environmental remediation
plan are the results of two separate processes. However, the two planning processes
and related design activities are interrela[ed. EPA’s remedial response action wilt be
implemented as soon as possible according to this Amended Record of Decision and

//
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Responsiveness Summary

supporting decision and design documents. Redevelopment may be undertaken at
some point in the future by other parties following completion of the City’s master
redevelopment plan (specific use plan) and the selection of a developer by the City.

EPA’s site remediation plan, as presented in the Amended ROD an~subsequent
decision and design documents, will place limits on the siting of ne -v~]a~uildings and other
uses of the land in order to maintain the integrity of the remedy. Residential
redevelopment will be prohibited under the institutional controls tl:~re included as
part of the revised remedy. The institutional controls will also plaee=.estdctions on the
types of construction and operational activities that can be co~ on the site once
the capping work has been completed. The r_e.vL&ed re.med~.:h~~t~! be designed
to accommodate the City’s preferred future industrial land~set~imurn extent
practicable while ensuring protection of human health and the em4ronment. The City’s
redevelopment plan will determine the specifics of the ultimate ~e of the WDI site,
including the architecture and aesthetics of the buildings and’~:jrounds and the flow of
traffic into and out of the site.

Extent and Timing of Building Removal, Cleanup, and Redevelopment. Several
owners of smaller parcels on the edges of the site and business owners who are
tenantsat these properties requested clarification on the ~nt and timing of the
cleanup and possible building removal and on the timing ~-edevelopment, since it
affects their businesses or their tenants’ businesses. One=.~siness owner inquired
about compensation for relocation, and one community es~,dent expressed interest in
the fairness of compensation for businesses. One property owner inquired about the
effects of the cleanup on transfer of the property.

EPA Response:

As stated, the selected remedy (Alternative 2) involves implementation of a
. containment remedy intended to prevent exposure to buried waste, contaminated soil,
and soil gas. Recognizing the City’s desire to redevelop the site, the containment
facilities, systems, and operations will be designed toaccommodate future
redevelopment by other parties to the maximum extent practicable while not
compromising EPA’s mission of protecting human hr~diii~ ~hthe--envirO~,ment. EPA
seeks to implement the remedy as soon as possible, but recognizes that site
redevelopment my be undertaken at a future date by other parties.

EPA anticipates that the permanent and/or temporary relocation of some existing
structures may be necessary for implementation of the selected remedial action. This
could include demolition of some ex~stfng structures or facilities to allow for installation
of the cap and moni!oring systems or lor ..,tructUres where it may be technically
infeasible to install appropriate environmental engineering control systems.

//..
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The revised remedy includes installation of engineering controls in existing structures
thai are located over waste or where the potential to exposure is considered to be the
greatest. Engineering controls may include ventilation systems, concrete slabs,
concrete slab crack_sealing, vapor barriers, ventilation trenches along foundation slabs,
positive pressurer~i~ting, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, and
environmental ~toring systems. In some of the existing structures, however, it may
be technically imteasible to effectively install engineering controls in a manner that
would ensure I~i~l~ctiveness of human health and the environment. For those
structures wh~e installation of engineering controls is technically infeasible,
demolition o~tructures will likelybe required. Selection of specific structures that
will requife~:wi~er4~. ned during the remedial design process.

Criteria for ~ining which structures may require demolition include:

¯ Structefes.that are located over waste or contaminated soil
¯ Structm~_ s,that might be susceptible to build-up of soil gas emissions
¯ Strutters with concrete foundation slabs that are severely cracked or damaged
¯ Struct~es when the design precludes retrofitting to install engineering controls
¯ Structures with internal equipment that precludes installation of engineering controls
¯ Structures that would preclude or interfere with construction or O&M of the remedy.

In ad~’~(Ju~ depending on the conditions of specific structures and the nature of the
neces~sary engineering controls, it may be necessary, to allow access for remedial site
workers, temporarily shut down business operations, and/or relocate a business to
another-temporary or permanent location. Final determinations on such structures will
be made during the remedial design process, in all situations where a business or
structure will be physically impacted by the remedial action, whether temporary or
permanent, EPA will try to mInimize disruption to operating businesses and provide
notice as far in advance as possible of any unavoidable effects on business
infrastructure and operations.

As mentioned previously, EPA’s selected cleanup strategy and the City’s
redevelopment program are two separate processes that will be undertaken by different

--ee;titi-es~. :E-:~fi~ett~rie~f-is t~mpl~ment an effective remedial action for the WDI site
that is protective of human health and the environment. The revised remedy, however,
will be designed so as to be compatible with future redevelopment to the maximum
extent practicable. Any decisions by the City to demolish or remove buildings at the site
for future redevelopment purposes are separate and distinct from the remedial action
and are not included in thts Amended Recorded of Decision.

The revised remedy also includes impler[.antation of institutional controls on all
properties at the site. These include access easements and environmental restrictions

//

ARO0 061402,,~T__~i.Wl:xJ Page ill - 6



Respcnsiveness Summary

to be recorded for each property, so that they are binding on future owners (see Section
L of the Amended Record of Decision). As described in Section L of this Amended
RQD, certain activities will be prohibited or restricted subject to approval by EPA, in
order to prevent construction or facility operational activities that might interfere with the
capping or environmental monitoring and control sy&’tems. Exceptions may be made-to
these restrictions, subject to EPA’s prior approval.

Alternative Selection. Several meeting partici~:requested clarification of the
process, timing, and rationale for the final choice~ cleanup plan.

EPA Response: The Waste DisposaL~c._~~~ion;of which this
Responsiveness Summary is a part~’rrrer~orfat~’PA’s finafdecision on the cleanup
plan for the WDI site. As stated in the Propo~Plan for the site, EPA selected
Alternative 2, which caps the waste at the site~ith minimal excavation and disturbance
of the waste. EPA chose this alternative becatJse it isolates the waste over the long-
term while minimizing exposure to the wast~ during the short-term, while the cap and
other components are under construction.

EPA’s revised selected remedy includes a cap over the reservoir (in Area 2) similar to
the cap specified in. the original Record ~..Decision. However, due to additional
investigation, EPA now has much more ~lensive information on the type, amount, and
location of all Wastes at the site. As a re~ff, this Amended Record of Decision calls for
capping a larger areathan was included.-’&~he original ROD with less excavation and
on-site consolidation of waste.

During preparation of the Supplemental Feasibility Study, before EPA developed the
Proposed Plan, EPA eliminated alternatives that included excavation of all wastes and
disposal at an off-site location. EPA rejected these alternatives because of the
prohibitive cost, the significant exposure to workers and nearby residents during the
cleanup, and the lack of any off-site d~sposa! location that would have guaranteed
better long-term environmental protectton than the current location of the wastes.
Containment is EPA’s presumptive remedy for landfills. EPA’s selected remedy
specifies that all remedial controls at the site will be monitored for as long as necessary
to ensure that on-site workers and-ne~hbors’aremot exposed to the wastes.

Protectiveness of the Remedy One meeting participant asked for more specifics on
how the preferred remedy would meet the remedial action objectives in the Proposed
Plan.

EPA Response: EPA’s objectives for the actJons specified in the Amended Record of
Decision, and the components of the rem..,dy designed to meet those objectives are
listed below.

A ROD_061402wpd.~pd
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Protect human health and the environment by preventing exposure to buried
wastes and contaminated soils. EPA’s selected remedy will place engineered
capping systems over buried wastes and contaminated soil. The caps will take the
forms of (1) a specially designed multi-layered soil and membrane landfill cap over
the most concentra~dwaste area, and (2) engineered capping systems with layei’s
of pavement, cle ,z~m~il, or_concrete slab foundations over other areas of buried
wastes. Enviro~al systems will be installed to extract liquids and to extract and
treat soil gas tha~a~tay accumulate underground beneath the capping systems.
Monitoring syst’eR~will be installed to ensure the effective functioning of the
capping syst~Restrictions on future uses and activities on the properties at the

._site wiK~za~m~-~iis’tm~c~e*~=ap~- Residential or similar uses of the property
will not bepermitted.

Protect cutest and future on-site and off-site receptors from exposure to soil
gases. EP~’s-selected remedy specifies systems to extract, collect, and remove
soil gas f ra~ t~e reservoir area so that it does not escape into the open air, and
systems t~,monitor soil gas at the perimeter of the site and prevent it from migrating
off the site:= It also specifies engineering controls, such as floor sealants and
building venting systems, to prevent gases from collecting inside buildings.

o Prevent~.~uman exposure, including direct contact, consumption, and other
uses, tcz~si’te liquids exceeding st~e and federal standards. EPA’s selected
remed~,~aeludes a system to extract, collect, and safely dispose of liquids
percolating through the caps or collecting in the reservoir (in Area 2).

° Prevent contribution of site liquids to exceedances of state and federal
groundwater standards. EPA’s selected remedy specifies long-term monitoring of
groundwater beneath the site to ensure that the site is not contaminating the
groundwater. Groundwater monitoring plans will be prepared that detail methods
and frequency for the collection and analysis of groundwater.

,
Prevent exposure to groundwater that exceeds state and federal standards. In
addition to 4 above, institut=onal controls on the properties at the site will prohibit the
construction or use Of groundwater production wells and prevent exposure to
contaminated groundwater.

Engineering Controls for Soil Gas. The participants expressed some interest in how
the "engineering controls" on the bu~ld~ngs Io prevent soil gas buildup would work and
for what buildings they might not work

EPA Response: "Engcneerlng controls" is a generic term for any physical modifications
or additions to a build=rig for the purpose of mlnimtzing exposure to contaminants. As

AROD_061402wpd.w’pd Page I1t - 6



Responsiveness Summary

the design of the remedy progresses, EPA will examine a variety of options for
preventing exposure to soil gas in buildings, including sealing all cracks in the
foundations and installing active ventilation systems, either around the perimeter of the
building or inside the building, to exhaust and replenish the air. If EPA determines that
engineering controls are impracticable at certain buildingsT, those buildings may need-to
be removed and replaced with a suitable engineered~r to minimize exposure to soil
gas, as discussed previously.

SafetyDuring the Cleanup Process. Several com~:ents requested clarification on the
technology used in the process of installing the r~ components to protect the
occupants of nearby homes and of thmadjzceat_~L’/rc~.exptzsu~:,todust or other
contaminated media during the construction-of, the remedy.

EPA Response: EPA chose Alternative 2 as its:satected remedy partly because it
minimizes the disturbance of buried waste. Throughout the construction process,
workers will be obligated to follow strict healt~d safety requirements and protocols
that address construction safety practices and~se of personal protective equipment.
Many of these procedures are specified in federal and state regulations, while others
will be developed specifically for use on this site. As part of the design process, the
designers will be required to prepare a heal~.~nd safety plan that details procedures to
ensure the safety of site workers, site occupants, and nearby residents.

During any activity that disturbs the-soil co.~a4;..and possibly the buried waste at the site,
EPA will require the construction contractor.to follow procedures and use techniques
that min=mize airborne dust. These technh~es may include spraying the Site with
water or foam during the work, or tenting the site and actively capturing and removing
aust from the air before exhausting it, although this is unlikely to be necessary.
Workers actively engaged in construction that disturbs the soil or buried waste on the
site will wear protective clothing and breathe filtered or bottled air if necessary. These
precautions are necessary only for those who work long hours in direct contact with
contamination. They will not be necessary for people beyond the boundaries of the
site. EPA will also monitor the air at the edges of the site to ensure that no airborne
contaminants escape the boundaries.

Long-term Monitoring. Several comments requested clarification on which
contaminants in soil would be monitored and on how long monitoring of soil gas,
groundwater, and institutional controls would continue, and who would be responsible
for the monitoring.

EPA Response:

The revised remedy includes numerous requirements for tong term operations,
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maintenance, and monitoring for the WDI site. Operations and maintenance will
include routine inspection, maintenance, and [epair activities designed to ensure the
effective long term operation of the capping systems and envtronmental monitoring and
control systems. The remedy.also includes numerous activities that are designed to
monitor the effectiveness o~..th~e remedy and to ensure compliance with regulations and
performance standards. ~rt of the design process, monitoring plans will be
prepared that detail proce~’es for the collection and anal~,sis of groundwater, soil gas,
and indoor air. The puff the monitoring programs is to provide early detection of
any indication that the ~ymight not be functioning as designed: Monitoring is also
intended to detect any.~ges in site conditions. The monitoring programs will be
developed to monitor. ¢h~ts ~’oL.~n t -,~4.GQC,,s) that have been specified in the
Amended F~c~D~~~~d~~f~-the sampling and analytical
procedures will be desexed in various site monitoring plans, including groundwater
monitoring plans, soil" y;apor monitoring plans, indoor air monitoring plans, and
associated quality asS~ance/quality control plans. These plans also describe the
frequency of samp[Ecoilection and reporting. EPA will provide technical review and
oversight for all m(:~ring activities. In addition, EPA will conduct a review of the
continued protectiveness of the remedy every five years, and ensure correction of any
deficiencies discovered.

Ongoing communication. Several participants commented that they would like :to
ensure that EPA~ecords all pertinent site information in writing and that EPA continues
to notify them to.~b,e.J:esults of long-term monitoring, possibly through the intemet but
preferably through direct written communication.

EPA Response: EPA will maintain communications with the community throughout the
cleanup process, including post-construction monitoring. EPA will place monitoring
results in the information repositories for the site and on the internet as far as
technology and resources allow. EPA will at times notify interested parties when new
information is available and provide the information directly as much as practicable.

Cost. One comment requested clarification on what the costestimates in the Proposed
Plan covered.

EPA Response: For comparison purposes, the cost estimates for each alternative
include the capital cost of constructing the remedy and operating, maintaining, and
monitoring it for 30 years. Operations, maintenance, and monitoring costs would
continue after 30 years for as long as those activities are necessary. These cost
eshmates reflect prelzminary costs, and the actual cost of the selected remedy may w~ry
as additional information becomes available during the remedial design process.

Health effects. One commentor inquired about whethe~ any deadly health effects

AROO 0’61402w13d.w’pd Page l~l - 10

21Z



Responsiveness Summary

would be likely from childhood contact with site Contaminants.

EPA Response: EPA has no evidence to show.that deadly health effects are a likely
result of childhood contact with site contaminants at WDI.

Comments from St. Paul High School letter of June 22, 2001

Remuneration, In a letter of June 22, 2001, commenti~ the upcoming Amended
Record of Decision, St. Paul_ High School requested tha~t~document note its request
for remuneration. The school seeks compensation forrevenue reportedly lost due to
several effects resul tmgJJ:om._pfoximityto the site, including:
¯ a decline in enrollment resulting from negative publicity-orrand parents fears of the

Superfund site,
¯ increased costs for rodent and weed control on the~school’s playing fields, and
¯ expenses related to not using reclaimed water for irrigation.

EPA Response:

EPA notes the comment and appreciates St. Paul’s interest in the Site. EPA is unable
to provide remuneration to the school under CERGLA as requested as part of the
Amended Record Of Decision because such rerneneration is not part of the revised
remedy for theosite and is outside the scope and::authodty of this Amended ROD.

Line-of-sight barrier. St. Paul’s letter also requests that the Amended Record of
Decision specify as part of the remedy a "barrier’which eliminates the possibility of a
’direct line of sight’ over the school, fields, and parking lot." (Request repeated in St.
Paul’s letter of December 20, 2001, to Russell Mechem)

EPA Response: The Amended Record of Decision includes this component for the
construction of a line-of-sight barrier. The details for the configuration of the barrier wilt
be developed during the design phase for the remedial action. In light of the plans for
future redevelopment of the site, the barrier may initially be designed as an interim
feature that would be replaced during the later redevelopment process with a barrier
that would be aesthetically compatible with the redevelopment.

Comments from.Johnson & Tekosky LLP letter of July 2, 2001

Representatives of the owners of parcels and 3 and 24 on the site submitted two
comments via letter.

//"
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One comment states that soil borings show no waste under parcel 3 and therefore no
cap or other remediation is necessary for that part of the site. The other comment
states that the data do not show constituents of concern in amounts significant enough
to determine that waste materials underlie Parcel 24, and thus capping or other
remedial measures for this parcel are not warranted.

EPA Response:        :::~’

EPA has determinedth~ installation of engineered capping systems will be
necessary for parcels #3~,imthe-seutb, w.estern portion of the site. The
SupplementaFF-.~sibifity:~~l~e~ded-R~,~d_of Decision include maps that
delineate the boundarie~f waste at the site based onthe most recent soil and waste
characterization activities. The maps can be found as Figure 2.3 of the Supplemental
Feasibility Study and:F~re 4 of the Amended ROD. As portrayed in these maps,
waste underlies Par~.t~4 and approximately the northern half of Parcel 3. The
commentor appears~rhave extracted information from two provisional summary
documents (Parcel Packages) that contained preliminary information from earlier site
investigations and that have been superseded by the Supplemental Feasibility Study
and Amended ROD.

The selected rerm~y addresses the containment of buried waste and contaminated
soils in accorda~�:e~.with EPA’s policy of using containment as the presumptive remedy
for landfills. The presumptive remedy uses the capping of waste and contaminated soil
in order to: (1) p,.~-,;,ent direct contact with buried waste and contaminated soil; (2)
prevent infiltration of rainwater that can mix with waste and eventually percolate
downward into groundwater; and (3) prevent exposure to soil gas. The containment
system will include liquids extraction and soil gas collection and treatment to
supplement the-construction of capping systems. Additional technical information on
the delineation of waste boundaries and anticipated locations for capping systems can
be found in the Supplemental Feasibility Study that is included in the Administrative
Record. The exact boundaries of the capping systems will be determined during the
remedial design process, but EPA anticipates that the cap boundaries will cover a
somew-h-atTafg~t-t’~1:~~~te:~o~ -nda;iesJnorder to provideeffective
containment of waste, liquids, and soil gas and to prevent infiltration of rainwater.

Comments from John Jaeger via e-mail of June 16, 2001

Productive reuse. Mr. Jaeger recommends redevelopment of the WDt site to return
the property to productive use,

ARO0_061402w’pd.wpd Page Itt- ! 2
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EPA Response: The City of Santa Fe Springs has designated the site a redevelopment
area and is currently conducting a public process under a grant from EPA to determine
the best future use of the site. The City is in the process of preparing a specific use
plan that will serve as the blueprint for the future redevelopment of the WDI site. EPA’s
revised remedy does anticipate that redevelopment will occur at some point in the
future after site remediation. The remedy will be designed to accommodate future
redevelopment to the extent that EPA’s goal of protecting human health’and the
environment is not compromised. However, site remediation and redevelopment will
involve separate, though interrelated, processes that will be undertake.~’-by different
entities. Under its mission as an environmental regulatory agency~is precluded
from taking a lead role in redevelopment activities.

~ Toxicity and risk. Mr. Jaeger asserts that, once remediated, the sit~-wiil pose no
human health risks.

EPA Response: EPA has selected a remedy that will protect human health and the
environment. However, this revised remedy includes restriction~at prohibit the use of
the site for residential or similar purposes in order to minimize potential exposure to
wastes that remain on the site.

Revised Remedy’s Changes to the Proposed Rerr~dy due to Public
Comment

In response to comments from community members who weTe concerned about
impacts to nearby landowners, EPA will include mitigation for visual and noise impacts
to nearby landowners and tenants. This mitigation will include construction of a
physical direct-line-of-sight barrier along the northern boundary of the site to reduce
adverse visual and noise impacts, control drainage, and control site access.
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OF PROPOSED PLAN~_WA~.D_I~Sp_~SAL, INC .... SHPERF[IND

SITE, held at South Whittier Intermediate School,

Santa Fe Springs, California, on Thursday, June 14,

2001, at 7:]7 p.m., before LorRae D. Nelson,

Certified Shorthand Reporter, in and for the State

of California.
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SANTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA

THURSDAY, JUNE 14, 2001

7:17 PoMo

~i .............. MI~..JiODGE: Welcome. Thank you all for

coming. I {hink we are ready to start the

proceedings tonight.

Yhis is the public hearing on the proposed

plan, current proposed plan for cleaning up the

waste disposal incorporated superfund site, so thank

you all for your interest in coming out tonight.

It’s a hot night, and it’s great to see you here~

l’m the community involved coordinator for

this site for the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency- My role here tonight is to, basically, keep

the meeting rolling and to facilitate the meeting.

We will give a short presentation tonight,

=if-%~ou will bear with us, but our primary purpose

here tonight is to take your comments on the plan

that we are proposing for cleaning up this site.

So. again, let me mention that there is a

sign-up sheet for people that know they want to

comment. I~ you wouldn’t mind signing up on that

PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE
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sheet, that would help us organize the comments

later. If no one wants to slgn up in advance,

during the public hearing part of the meeting

tonight, if people would sign up and speak in any

order that you Wish. And if you like, during that::

part of the presentation of the meeting tonight, we

_~n take questions instead of.-co~ents~ if you think

that would be more helpful in making your comments

to us. So we are flexible.

I will mention we have copies of the

proposed plan on the table. If you didn’t receive

one in the mail and you would like to take a look at

it. they are over here. We also have copies of the

slides that we will be using tonight for your

presentation, if you would like to follow along on

paper.

If you didn’t sign in the multiple sign-in

sheets, we would really like to have your name and

other contact Information on the sign-ln-sheet. For

one th~ng. ~t w~ll help our reporter t~-make ~ure

that she has your names correct.

St. thms ~s a public hearing and it

will be recorded and we will produce a verbatim

transcrlpt cf the hearin~ just so you know that’s

part o[ the proceedlngs here tonight.
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As far as the agenda goes, this is the

agenda for tonight that we have in mind, anyway.

I’ll intmoduce some of the people here tonight just

briefl~a~nd I’ll do a very short, maybe five

minu~f presentation on the superfund process,

in gs~-al. Some of you may have heard this

-_ in£o~iom~.,~f~_r~ ~/ma~ I just want to give you some

con~Kt for what we are proposing to do with this

size and where we are with the process.

Then I’ii turn it over to Mark to give you

a little bit more of a detailed history of this site

and what has gone on at the waste disposal site.

_r_~-nd then Mark will describe the plans that we looked

at before we came up with the plan that we proposed.

.... We will try to keep it short. Like I said, the main

purpose is to take comments from you.

My name, as I mentioned earlier, I’m Don

Hodge, and Mark Filippini is the remedial project

manager for the site and he will be doing most of

--~-.-~~-:ki.,,~g here tonight,

Also in the audience we have

representatives from the State and County and the

City of Santa Fe ~prings agencies that have been

working on the s~te,

We also have representatives of the group

PAULSON    REPORTING SERVICE
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of companies that has been working to investigate

and clean up the site. And representatives of a

couple of other organizations that we have asked to

work with ~ community and the property owners at

the site~_make=sure they have some help in dealing

with th~-amifications of the superfund cleanup

process. .... ~S~,~-I--wozLt~=in=t-Toclttce them all by name but

they are~here and if you have specific questions, I

will try to direct you to the specific party. So

please see me if there is a~particular person you

want to talk to.

Okay. I promised five minutes on the

superfund process, and I’ll try to keep it to that.

PRESENTATION BY MR. HODGE

MR. HODGE: As you may know that Congress

established the Superfund Program about 1980 for the

purpose of helping to clean up the most hazardous

=~-,a-h~~e~e-~/_Z,es~i.n_~h~ country and they are

about, I would say, roughly three broad phases in

the cleanup cf a superfund site.

The firsE two -- I am sorry, the first one

and last one I guess are relatively short. I would

call them, the first one, assessment phase and the

PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE

~6



19:24:21 I

2

3

4

19:24:35 5

6

7

8

9

19:24:58 i0

ii

12

13

14

19:25.17 15

16

17

18

19

19:25:39 20

21

22

23

24

19:25:55 25

PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

last one is maybe the implementation phase.

And then in between those two we have what

is usually, generally speaking, the longest phase,

the investigation part of the site, where we try to

determine the exact nature of any cb.h~m±cals of

concern, their extent -- how far the~m~spread out at

the site, what pathways they might.take_to affect

the health of people or th6 environment in the area,

so that investigation can take some time. It’s a

fairly detailed undertaking, bu~-~we are here at the

waste disposal site, hopefully reaching the end of

the investigation stage. So it has taken quite a

while to get there, but we thifeic we are in a good

position to move on with the rest of the site.

So, looking at this~iagram behind me, the

site was discovered in 1986 and at the end of the

assessment phase; we decided with this site to list

it on the national priorities list. And that means

we decided it was one of the worst sites in the

nation ~hat needed the fu-kl sm4]e~d_process in

order to deal with it properly.

Then we moved on into 1988, into the

investigation phase, and went through the remedial

invest~gatlon to determine what was out there and

how bad it was through the feasibility study to look

PAULSON    REPORTING SERVICE
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at the different ways to clean it up, and reached

the proposed plan stage, which is basically where we

are tonight.

Bu~ we also derived there back in 1983 --

during t~stage, we had a public meeting, much

like this~ne, and we received a lot of comment from

folks at ~ha~-public~ mee~ti~g ..... And during the months

that fol~owed, as we moved on into the remedial

design~phase, that we hadn’t properly characterized

all _t~e~waste at the site.

So you see where we took that U-turn back

about 1986 and decided when Andrea Benner became the

ne~c~project manager for the site -- we decided at

that point to reopen the investigation. Since we

were in the remedial design phase, we called it

remedial design investigation. We actually went

back to do further work on the extent of the

ccntamination Of the sites, mainly due to the

comments that we were receiving from the public at

==:~ that time.

So the result of that is -- actually, it’s

in this large volume that is over here on the table

the supplementary feasibility study which resulted

in the proposed p~an that we are here to discuss

tonight.
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I should mention that all of these stages

that we are talking about is documented. Each

milestone generally has a document attached to it

and those documents are available f:o~=< anyone to

review. And all the documents asszxciated with the

site are in the record center in ~fn/r office in San

Francisco.

Also, every important d~cument that we use

to reach our decision would berlin- the administrative

record that’s housed here loc~y, so if you want to

review the documents that we produced, they are all

available to you.

So I think that probably brings us pretty

much up-to-date and where we are at. Now we are

back at the proposed plan stage. We have an idea of

what we need to do to clean up the site in the most

safe and effective manner for the community and

everyone affected by the site and so at this point I

think I’ll let Mark talk about the detail of what we

have done so far and wh~~=prmpose to do to clean

up the site.

I pause here briefly to see if there

are any questlons about the process so far, the

superfund process in general.

] think I kept it to five minutes. I’ll
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turn it over [o Mark.

PRESENTATION BY MR.     FILIPPINI

~ .....\    MR. FILIPPINI: First, I am Mark

Fil~ppini. I am the Remedial Project Manager for

-the s-i~e;;~s~i~or~i_ndicated ..... ~t~e been involved in

t~site for many years. Started assisting Andrea

Benner several years ago in remedial investigations

~t the site. And I think I know most of you here.

I want to thank you for coming out here today.

What I want to do in the next 20 minutes

or so is put together a background, the hi-storic

background of the site and then sort of get in

and give you some general description of the

alternatives that we looked at for remediating the

site and our preferred alternative, what we think is

the best way to go forward that meets the

community’s needs and addresses all of the concerns

~/~2,/~espe~oregu~tory concerns and the

communlty concerns.

I’li sort of also explain and get into why

we selected our alternative, how it fits in with the

City of Santa Fe Zprings. They are in the middle of

the ~ster plannlng process to redevelop the site so

PAULSON    REPORTING SERVICE
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PUBLIC HEARING -- 6/14/01

I will try to sort of pull all of those things

together.

This is an aerial view of the site, which

i had. Can you roll it? This=zis an aerial video

that was taken several year~a~o. As you can see,

the site is located just w~ of here. The street

_.rSL~hL~w~,-pa~allel_~-t_o~the.:~or~,n-th~re. is Santa Fe

Springs -- excuse me, Los~ietos Road. Greenleaf

Boulevard is here to th~right. Los Nietos, I am

sorry, is at the botto~ Santa Fe Springs is at the

top. I see some of the~eneral features of the

site. The high school, the residential area, Fedco

property.

Go to the next_ slide. This is a little

bit better detail aerial photo of the site. Again,

Santa Fe Springs, Greenleaf Avenue. Shown there is

a green circle in the center of the site. The blue

dash lines is the boundaries. The green circle

represents the approximate location of the former

reservoir that.is~-_~/z~-.~~a~rre~:~of--~he site. It

is a concrete-lined reservoir. It is approximately

20 feet deep in the center and. it represents, as I

said, the main feature of the site where disposal

occurred.

That reservoir -- go to the next slide -~
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was constructed about 1920 and at about this

time. which is about 1945, it was converted to oil

storage, product storage into a disposal reservoir

that sta.z~.ed accepting oil field waste. And between

1945, w~:it, operated, and the early 1960s, it

accept~various oil field waste as well as some

.... ~t~r.-ha~r_d,~im~,.ZJe.becaus:e it.~was a waste

facil~ and there was no >regulation at that time,

sa many different types of hazardous materials were

brc~ht to this site.

One of the main features this shows to the

right are some pits. Actually, Greenleaf Boulevard

i~-not constructed at this point. And they accepted

~iso -- go to the next slide -- also wastes of

various types; certainly thinner -- you can see the

thinner thicknesses, less thicknesses than the main

reservoir, but as you can see what arose between the

1940s and 1960s was placement of those wastes in

those pits. And then later development, as we see

~=~re~-ri~--~n--~p of th~se, and that is sort of the

main component of the remedy that we have to deal

with going forward.

Let’s go to the next slide. This is the

aerial photograph of the site as it generally

currently exists. Again, the green outline showing

PAULSON    REPORTING SERVICE
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the approximate location Qf the concrete-lined

reservoir that is now under anywhere from 5 to

15 feet of soil. And as you can see, one of the

areas that have pits, it was around the ~ just

about around the entire perimeter of th~m~ite where

there was some placement of wastes. /~lml each of

those parcel& wher_e_manlz~ oi.~have businesses or

are tenants, have some amount of this~waste material

that extends underneath your property-

Let’s go to the next slide. This shows

the limits of the waste. It showscthe limits of

the waste and the dark outline, again the green

outline of the former reservoir.--rAnd as you can

see, it extends under several bu~l-dings of the

properties. This is what, basiu~ally, our remedy

will be addressing, the waste not only in the center

part of the reservoir, but also the waste that

extends around:the perimeter.

Another driver is soil gas. As these

wastes decay, they can gene~a-~s~mi#=~a~s they.

Soil gases are generated beneath the ground and can

migrate some distances from the waste source. It

can create problems for occupants on the property.

And types of soi] gas that we found that are out

there are vinyl chloride, methane, benzenes and

PAULSON    REPORTING SERVICE
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several other components that have to be addressed.

Let’s go to the next one.

What I will be doing here now is going

through your fi~=_alternatives.

The/~st one is easy is because that

is no action.~ompare all the other active

~-alterna,ti~e~s_t~=:~hat:~o:~itern~tive one is,

basically, wh~t risks or what conditions are under

the current~conditions and the other alternatives

are compar~ against that to see what improvements

are made based on the elements of the alternatives,

so I won’u be discussing alternative one. It is no

action alternative.

-What I will do is go through the four

active ~iterna~ives.

Alternatives two and three are, basically,

capping elements, primary element being the primary

element of the remedy, and elements four and five

involve extensive excavation in and around the

per~m~<~i~. ~i_te~m~d,--~pecifically, in parcels

that were affected by buried waste.

SO alternative two, I’ll tell you, is our

preferred alternative. I’m not giving anything

away, and I’ll quickly go through alternative two.

It consists of an RCRA equivalent cap.

PAULSON    REPORTING SERVICE
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Many of you asked what an RCRA equivalent cap was

and I didn’t do a great job of explaining it in the

proposed plan.

An RCRA equivalent cap is, basically, a

state-of-the-art cap, that it is one oJi~he most

protective types of caps. The cap has five

components, including a base_mate_r~al_and cover, and

it includes a flexible membrane line~:in the center

of it. Above that is a liquid collection system to

collect precipitation, and beneat :h~-.it is a soil gas

or collection system that can be piped and plumbed

and then directed to discharge or treatment to

systems that can collect any gate.that might be

accumulated beneath this cap. _I~ is, as someone

requested in the past, the bes~:techno!ogy to apply

to that portion of the site.

Continue on.

The other elements of the remedy includes,

basically, a collection system that includes wells

that go into the center of::~h-~L<z~m~er_vaeim~and collect

liquids that may be accumulated. Liquids are sort

of being collected in several of these wells that we

now have. They are now at a fairly slow rate. We

went through a f~!rly extensive liquid removal

process over the last summer and year 2000.

PAULSON    REPORTING SERVICE

16



~C/~.UBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

19:39:39 1

2

3

4

19:39:54 5

6

7 ..

8

9

19:40:12 I0

ii

12

13

14

19:40:31 15

16

17

18

19

19:40:49 20

21

23

24

]9:41-06 25

Another element is a monofil cap and

this is probably what is going to affect most of the

property owners out there. It is a fairly simple

cap- It encsmhDasses only clay or clay, some with

asphalt pavement, but it will meet the design

criteria ~-blished by the State of California to

be~,p~bte~t i~e. ii.And ~s--zo.u ca_n_&ee, ~:it. affects many

of the pe~z~ameter parcels. For the most part, those

would b~.~avement where there would be a need to

have clm~y-capping otherwise.

Another element that is also very

important is the bio venting barrier system. In

this case what this will do is also add oxygen into

the-~urface -- the subsurface, to allow these gases

to d~rade and decompose naturally. It’s part of

the reason why they degenerate is because it’s

not -- it’s ~n a no oxygen environment. So, by

addlng oxygen into it. it degrades those,

essentially, dangerous gases and prevents them from

-mi~ra-:~:n~~.r~c-~.~rther-frmm~this sort of zone we have

surrounding thls site.

Then the other major components are

eng~neerlng controls, since many of the buildings

are overlay:mg on the waste. Waste is beneath the

pads o[ the bu~Idings. There will have to be

PAULSON REPORTING "SERVICE

17

23(



PUBLIC BEARING - 6/14/01

19:41:12 1

2

3

4

19:41:24 5

6

7

8

9

19:41:39 i0

11

12

13o-

14

19:41:54 15

16

17

18

19

.19:42:11 20

21

22

23

24

19:42:32 25

engineering controls placed on many of these

buildings and that can typically be either certain

venting systems or perimeter venting systems that

may go around the outside of~ buildings.

Actually, active venting sy~-ems can go on the

inside of the buildings. -~re are several

_.differ~_nt_k~hing~’.~c~n-be applied.

There are about~4~b_ree buildings in our

estimation that cannot -:~:~hat we believe will not

be able to have enginee~/ng controls because of the

thickness of the waste beneath them and those

locations and those buildings will likely have to be

removed.

have already spoken to every one of the

property owners and t~nants that are involved with

[hose buildings, so if I haven’t spoken to you, then

your building is not_one of them. But those that I

have talked to, as we get into the design phase in

the spring, we will get into more details of what

will have to happ~n~:_~~_~s~ible<<that they might

be able to be saved, but our general consensus is

they will have to come down. There are only, like I

said three that I know of now.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Mark, What does the blue

indicate?
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MR. FILIPPINI: The blue are buildings

that have the engineering controls. These other

buildings will likely not need engineering controls.

The blue are ~dings that will need some kind of

engineering c~ntrols.

AL~D~NCE MEMBER: (Inaudible question).

MR/~=~ILIPPIN-~ -ACtually, several of these

buildings a~e:.blue buildings, include the three that

I am talking about.

_Tr_AUDIENCE MEMBER:

~MRo FILIPPINI:

~(In6,udible question) .

They are not -- I don’t

think we have a problem there.

--- AUDIENCE MEMBER: Will you indicate the

places the three buildings you discussed?

.... MR. HODGE: Sorry to interrupt you, but

when you have a question for Mark, I don’t think

Mark minds taking the questions now, but would you

identify yourself?

MR. DALLITZ:

Company.

Mark, would you please indicate the three

buildings that you were discussing?

MR. FILIPPINI: One of those was yours

here. and Timmons has a structure, also. And the

Brothers Machine Tool is one we also considered°

Ron Dallitz. Buffalo Bullet

PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE
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okay. Let’s go forward.

Alternative three, let me quickly explain

what alternative three is before we get into it.

We are -- one of the objectk~es we have

in the Superfund process is to the m~imum extent

possible, is after we place our rem~dz~on the site,

it can be-used--~by~t~he~commum~:as~::mu~ possibles,

And the City of/Santa F~prings has taken

the initiative in applying for a~i~ they received a

$100,000 grant from the EPA to ~ together a master

plan for the redevelopment of the site. Alternative

two, which I just went through- allows for, to the

-, maximum extent possible, the c~rrent uses of the

site, meaning, most of the buildLngs will be

standing there Whether we com~- in and put that

remedy down. EPA feels it is as protective as we

can make it. We are sort of done at that stage.

What alternative three shows is that the

City comes in and implements their main objective on

redevelopment of the site o~r~re-~ex1:--~- parts of

the site that got redevelopment over the next two to

three years, other parts may not be redeveioped for

five to ten years, depending on market forces and

the like. Andy L-zzaretto is here with the City of

Santa Fe Springs to explain some of those elements
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to you.

What we want to do ls show, basically,

what a site would look like with redevelopment in

place on top o~e site. Like I said, I’m done at

alternative t~mu_ The City then can come in atthe

direction of~e State of California under

guideline~pelled o~tScaadthen~_nlac~_the elements

of alternatim~e three, so we put alternative three in

the feasibility study to show what it will look like

in the full, re, way out in the future. But at any

one time it will likely look like a combination

between alternative two and alternative three.

~-So let’s go through alternative three.

It has,t-he same equivalent Cap, the same collection

systemT~the monofil cap, the bio venting barrier

system and stop here. And other what we call

redeveloped areas are shown here which is basically

the remainder of the site.

Then the next slide shows the buildings

th~ ~u~~~t~y~emo~ed in the future. It

will likely happen in phases. We anticipate the

main portion of the site, the least developed will

go first, then either of these two major areas here

at some time ~n the future.

Then new building pads, a new development
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basically can placed on top of this. We have the

technology now to place things on top of these caps

to make them part of the cap and this allows for

beneficial reuse of the property. Heremmn the RCRA

cap it can be used for low impact usesr~--so that is,

basically, the elements of alternative----three.

Let me quickly go through-al-~ernative

four. Alternative four -- do one morec-- is what we

call the excavation component. I w~nt to show that

there has been some amount of interest in

considering removing soils around the perimeter Of

the site. This shows removals of the soils as they

exist now beneath these areas. There is one area,

eight and slx. The red buildings would have to come

down in order to facilitate the---removing of that

soil. The soil would then be placed back beneath

this cap in this reservoir.

in doing this, the elevation of the

reservoir would go up approximately six feet from

its current elevation. On e~f~=l~a~problems we

have is twofold. One, it does not allow for very

easy reuse of the property by the City of Santa Fe

Sprlngs because it creates even more severe gradient

changes on the property.

Secondly, it does not -- we do not gain a
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whole lot of benefit from the -- because the

capping, as we can put it down, keeps it as

protective as movlng it. And if we had to move it

and excavate it ~ open that up, it creates a risk

of exposure to ~--~_arge amount of soil to the

community residents and the community members

..... surrounding i t~-=s~÷~ar~real~,~,no~,~to~_comfortable

with opening ~these areas and doing a lot of

excavation aLnd:hauling dirt from the site.

Sh:~w-you five and then about done here.

Four will have the same components, RCRA cap, bio

venting barrier system -- and then five.

-One more. Thisshows even a more

extensive waste excavation. It addresses all wastes

tha~ exist- outside of the central -- what is called

area twc, central disposal area. And again this is

the -- two shows you the number of buildings in red

here that would have to come down for that. Being a

larger -- typically larger volume of waste, that

create~o~-~e~_~xposum~:--t~-t~e,community as they

go through the excavation and replacement of the

waste back underneath this main cap, that would

result ~n an ancrease of the central cap of

approxlmately n~n- feet. It is currently about

15 fee[ above street level so it would bring it up
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to approximately 24 feet. So some of the problems

assoclated with alternative four.

It would then have a RCRA cap over the

entire area. Same components, take con_tf~l bio

venting system, and that’s basically th~{~:components

of alternative five.

Ho~ did--wedotheana~ysis_am_d h~:4 did we

arrive at alternative two as our pref~rred

alternative.

The Superfund requires us to look at nine

criteria, which are listed here, and they are also

listed in your proposed plan mailer. Each -- can’t

even evaluate each alternative 9f ~t doesn’t meet

the two regulations, with the exception of

alternative one, being the no arr~ion alternative.

They all have to meet those first two.

The remaining criteria are ones that we

looked at and balanced out. Is there a short-term

pro~ective? Is it a long-term effective? Is there

going to be short-term risk~, loP~/:=term :risks,

future use of the site, these whole litany of these

things starting coming into play, how implementable

it is, as we]] as you can see on the bottom there

acceptance by the community and by the State.

So in our analysis, the bottom line was
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alternative two we felt best meets all of these

criteria, because unlike alternative four and five,

four and five we f elz put us, specifically the

community, at a l~le bit more risk in the short

term if we imple~t some massive excavation around

the perimeter o~:~he site and it would sort of leave

the C~jz~:W~-~h~a-~i-i~>~ss~.£eve~m~pa~ble property.

And it would ft~ce the removal of zlany of the

buildings out there now that may not have to be

removed unless redevelopment comes in the future.

So this is, basically, my presentation.

That’s.how ~e came up with our preferred

alternatives.

Right now we have a small enough group I

can open up to questions any alternatives, how we

arrived at any of our analyses. Don wants to open

up the h~aring and address questions.

MR. HODGE: I just wanted to mention we

would like [o start the hearing part of the meeting

tonighu=and ~a~-~ould~:do is j~ move the

microphone out here to the center and you can just

come up and address Mark, primarily.

I would like to ask that people try to

stay on the subj =ct as much as you can and try to

allow -- be succlnct enough to allow everyone who
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wants to comment, be able to comment. We have at

least an hour to take comments, so I’m hopeful that

will be enough time until the janitors tell us to go

home.

I do want to mention if you ar~ not

comfortable getting up and speaking inpublic,

there are a numbe/L_~f mther way~._=~.go t~-th~ next

slide -- there are other ways .you can comment. We

will take comments in writing, any fQrm, fax, letter

or on the comment sheets that ~are over on the side

table, if you want to write up something and leave

it with us tonight, we will respond to that. Mark

.- will be writing this summer. The -addresses for

mailing or faxes or e-mailing us are all in the

proposed plan, so if you don’t ha-~e those, please

pick one up. And if you have any other questions,

contact Mark.

But with that, why don~t those of you who

want to comment, if you could just line up in the

center aisle, does that work-~orL-~u?~==~r whatever

you feel like -- coming up, that’s fine, questions,

comments, whatever, we will take at this time.

///

///

///

/7
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AUDIENCE QUESTIONS

MR. TIMMONS: My name is Ed Timmons.

I have a prop~m-~y that you mentioned, one of the

buildings tha~h--will come down, and the time-frame

between you~aking my building down and the

_~edevelopm~n~,~=~f~~ou:want--to=xede~elop my area,

what do I @mm~in the meantime? What’s the time-frame

and what<~the alternative in between? I think

there i~nother gentleman here that has a property

in the same situation, or maybe two gentleman.

MR. FILIPPINI: As I understand, the

question is what do you do between now?

MR. TIMMONS: My building is coming down°

The l-e-development may not take place on my property.

MR. FILIPPINI: You have a structure

coming down; is that correct?

MR. TIM!MONS :

MR. FILIPPINI:

respect to --

MR. TIMIMONS :

ME. F!LIPPINI:

Yes.

That is a problem with

To me, especially.

There are things that we

might be able to do to see about accommodating you

in the short term

MR. TIM-MONS: I don’t want to move my
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plant twice, that’s the thing.

MR FILIPPINI: I understood your’s was

more of a sheltered structure?

MR. TIMMONS: Yes. It’s an open air

structure so I wasn’t sure if you were bringing it

down or what. You said you were.

MR. FILIPPINI: Mysense_was given it was

open air and difficulty in trying to ge~ a cap

around it, it might be -- it might have to come

down. It might also be possible if t-here was no

other alternative, to address finishing off the cap.

So all I can say is we can try to accommodate it as

best we can.

MR. TIFfMONS: Okay.

MR. HODGE: I just got a note that I need

to remind people when youstate your name for the

transcript, also give your place of residence and

affiliasion.

MR. FILIPPINI: We can talk about the

redevelopment process, if tha~sc~ething you would

also like to get into, if everyone else has made

comments.

HF.. HODGE: ! know some of you out there

have th:ngs that you want to say to us when you are

ready. ! am sorry the proceedings are what they
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are, but we do want to make sure they are on the

record.

In the meantime, let me give you some

ideas. First of all, if ~here are any alternatives

that you like that we h~resented, feel free to

express your preference.

............ If o there a~e:-a~-~.~rnblems with the

alternatives that you f~_el we need to know about,

please let us know. _-I~_ you just think we are doing

a great job, you canm~ell us that, too.

MS. MAPLE: Pam Maple. My dad and my

sister and I have property on Santa Fe Springs Road

in Area I.

You guys are doing a great job. I have

concerns regardin~$ I guess, the redevelopment and

things like that. but first, let me address if you

go with alternative two, will our property be deemed

sellable if we wanted in the future to sell the

property? It would be all okay or we would have

problems sell~-n~2~h~-~ti_.~ul~::q~ecleaned~ up as far as

the State an~ everything is concerned or would there

be stlpulat~en~ on the sale of the property at some

tlme In the ~uture~

MF_ FI’ IPPINI: You want me to answer

that~
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MS. MAPLE: Yes.

MR. F!LIPPiNI: The question is what does

one -- the remedy is put into play, how does that

affect the sellability of the property and there

have been several property owners that are sort of

waiting to see if other properties get them ready to

..... ~ell for sometime. And it has_b~en held ~p because

of the Superfund process.

Our attorneys here might be able to

correct me if I am wrong, but each of the property

owners will have to enter into the settlement

agreement, and that’s, basically, to allow -- to get

an agreement between you and EPA and the State of

California for, primarily, access to the site and

other controls, such that when we do put the cap on,

you maintai~ or -- you don’t maintain the cap, make

sure you don’t damage the cap in any way and allow

the State and the people maintaining the cap to

continue their maintenance of the cap.

It’s my understanding that once that

agreement ~s entered into, and that typically occurs

even before the remedy is constructed, once that

agreement Is entered into, your property is

typically sellab]~    My attorney is nodding my head.

MS. MAPLE: I think that’s that.
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MR. FILIPPINI: Those can happen, as we

talked about, we are expectlng those discussions

starting next month with each of the property owners

and they can typically be dispatched~within several

months. I know several property G~ers are looking

forward to getting that going.

MS~PL~ I.also:~anted_to_~ask, the

$10-0,000 that the City was given-as a grant from the

federal government, what does that buy?

MR. FILIPPINI: The~ity used or is using

that money to go forward with developing a master

plan. As many of you might know, the entire of the

site is -- has been deemed b~ the City as a

redevelopment area, which by definition gives it

certain legal status and g-ryes the City certain

jurisdictions over the property for future

development, so it is already a redevelopment area.

What they did with the grant money and

what they proposed to do on their grant, and have

been doing, is developi, n~_~-e-~m~st~r ~lan, which can

be a bit of a lengthy process. It is done -- deemed

done by a registered architect and the architect

goes through and looks at the site, the limitations

on the site and s~rt of starts coming forth with

alternatives that they think they can go forward
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with, based on the elements the City would like to

see in that redevelopment.

Parenthetically, the site as a Superfund

site, can never be used for residential, schools,

hospitals or day-care centers so their master plan

sort of had to accommodate that. But, primarily,

~he money they are using is going towards the

architect to develop the master plan and hold public

meetings, public input of the process.

It also involved hiring landscape

architects to give ideas, ideas on what can be made

part of the master plan, and also real estate

experts can help with the relocation or start the

process of the relocation for some of the property

owners.

MS. MAPLE: So if some of us, as property

owners, have to relocate or our building has to come

down, what money -- how are we compensated for that?

Do we just suck, or.

MR. FILIPPINZ: Again, it’s a complete

separate process, actually, than the Superfund

remedy process. Remember, the City’s redevelopment

lays on top of the federal run.

I was a planning commissioner for many

years and consultant for many years so I know the
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process so I’ll answer the question.

You, under any redevelopment area, under

any scenario, you are covered under the State of

California Relocation Act, which is consistent with

the Federal Uniform Relocation Act. And it provides

rights and benefits to property owners and tenants

under the process of redevelopment and relocation.

And Andy Lazzaretto can provide you with all of that

information.

You are compensated fair market value of

the property, and finding new properties, there is a

whole host of benefits that are available to you,

and the City of Santa Fe Springs can provide you

with the literature packages.

MS. MAPLE: That’s separate from the EPA?

MR. FILIPPINI: That’s very separate from

the EPA. Like I said, all I’m doing is handing off

the remedy that the City can use.

In fact. we have even -- there is a

possibility if their redevelopment process goes

forward, especially on the areas along Greenleaf and

the central portion of the property, that can occur

simu!taneously with the construction of the cap. It

saves a lot of time and saves some amount of money,

-and basically allows sort of an integration of the
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construction of the remedy cap.

MS. MAPLE: And as far as the alternatives

go, you are listening to our input and then you will

decide, you, the ~, will decide what happens to

the site as far ~hich alternative you use?

MR. FI~PPINI: Right, with the elements

..... of alternative two.

Remem~r, it stops.at redevelopment, but

the protective elements of alternative two and all

those elemen-~are ones that we put forth as our

recommended preferred alternative.

I know we have had -- one reason I’m not

insulted w~rare not getting a lot of comments, is we

have meeting together for years now, especially over

the last year we have had many meetlngs where we

really try to be straightforward in the direction

where we thought we were going with this remedy and

what it might look like. And I think no one should

be confused that we are sort of formally here

talking -ab~c t hz-ngs~that~os~ of--us have already

talked about. So I think that’s the process.

Does that answer -- thank you.

MR. STA/~SELL: Vernon Stansell. Stansell

Brothers. We lea-e a building that’s in the blue

zone. That’s one that you said that you would --

//"
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that would require venting. I was wondering what

prccess that would involve?

MR. FILIPPINI: It could be either -- we

really won’t know until we get to the design phase

and that design phase will be coming up in the next

spring. We anticipate about February or March of

-u~next-year.~is~=w]~en~-.w~__w/_il start to be looking at

each of the buildings, taking a look at specifics on

the buildings, like its proximity to known gas hot

spots. We will look at its foundation condition,

its building, its construction, its existing

ventilation system.

Many of these buildings we have been

monltoring the air inside a number of these

buildlngs for a number of years and we have no5

had any derogatory hits from the soil gases so it

appears that. for most part. there is no problem

assoclated wlth the soil gas.

What has to be remembered is this remedy

~- has~o be 1~ng-term protective and we are typically

shooting ~or 30 years. So those are the kind of

analyses t¢ nc end. We will make sure we are

comi) ietely comfortable wlth the foundation. We may

recommend seai~ng the foundation, and in many cases

it mignt ~nvo]ve perlmeter soil gas control and
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venting system so it could be one of a number of

things. We will be meeting with each tenant and

owner individually as we go forward with the design

element to talk about what wo~s best and what we

may have to do with each property.

MS. STANSELL: Kar~n Stansell, the lesser

part of-~Stansell Brothers~

Weare right in front of Buffalo Bullet.

and C & E, in the same driveway, andjust a short

distance. Now Our buil~ng is not -- what is the

destruction? How is that going to impact us? Do

you have any idea?

MR. FILIPPIbli: Well, you have to remember

a monofil cap will have to go down everywhere that

wastes extends, and Inm talking about the parcels

that extends around the perimeter of the site, this

is the parcel where your business is in, so there

will be some element of construction associated with

that.

The exi’sti~ asph~it-:would have to

come up, some modest amount of regrading for

consolidation, so it’s workable for the use of the

property. Then the clay cap, then the asphalt on

top of that.

MS. STANSELL: You are talking about the
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tank?

MR. F!LIPPINI: No. l’m Ealking about

your driveways and your back parking lots,

basically. Ma~of you -- I think each of you know

the sort of ~general extent of the waste in your

parcel. AnywTrere that we have identified waste,

t her~e~_i~..~oi~__~av~be~_a~cap placed down

there. That~will mean that existing pavements will

have to come up and a cap put down and a final cap

will typ~ally be a pavement again that you can use

and drive on and park on.

Now, in the specific parcels that we have

talked about the building -- the Buffalo Bullet

building.

HS. STANSELL: I was thinking about

hauling the building away.

HR. FILIPPINI: There is not much to the

buildings so the demolition would not be that

typical but it would have.

- ~ M~ST~SEL~ Buff a-lo Bill wan~s to know

when.

HR. FILIPPINI: Well, we have already had

this conversatlon.

The official decislon on whether or not i~

wil] need Lo come down will come to the design
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phase, as i mentioned, in the early spring 2002.

Whac I told all the property owners and tenants is

sort of look for -- look for -- to be contacted

about-btah~c time when we get into that phase and we

wil~meeting_with each individual owner and

tenaw~<, talking about the engineering controls will

~ve:~b~l~c~ed, but._th_e placement of the cap, it

has.~O go along there, also. And there is timing

elements, too.

The entire cap is not going to be done

in a couple of weeks. It will have to be phased in,

working with the construction people and the PRPs

.:-who are doing the work.

We will work out a schedule as to when

exactly that will happen, but approximately next

spring is when we start talking to individuals about

how it will affect their specific structures and

their parking areas.

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED) :

~-th~z~<t-~mi-ng o~_ cons ~ruction?

What’ s

MR. HODGE: Please use the microphane,

MR. WALTER: Greg’s friend. We have a

question. My name is Gene Walter and I own two

buildings on the ~ite. as you know. They have not

been indicated as one of the ones coming down.
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I’m just wondering what the time-frame is

from the initial plan construction redevelopment

area to the time you get to knocking down our

building, and are we talking abou~t five yeats?

Eight years? I have got tenants that are going

nuts.

----MR~ F!LIP-PINI: As you recall, the

question of when the building -- the building

doesn’t need to come down for the remedy.

MR. WALTER: I understand that.

MR. FILIPPINI: It’s the City’s track at

that point, and the City does not currently have a

developer in mind ready to bulldoze your buildings.

All-we are doing at this point is -- speaking of the

City.

MR. WALTER: But once they started

developing, the designated areas, how long will it

be before they start attacking the blue buildings.

MR. FILIPPINI: No way of telling, because

-’~h~ first¯ phase could include only that parcel along

Greenleaf and the center parcels and the remaining

may not go Into development for five or ten years°

It could also occur a year from now, but

until the City has a developer at the plate or at

the table ready to talk, they really can’t give you
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a time-frame.

That is one of the difficulties in trying

to explain this. We have had this conversation with

many of the property owners and the tenants,

especially those who aren’t interested in moving.

There is that unknown and it is something that comes

with the territory when you are in a redevelopment

zone, even maybe it wasn’t there as part o~:the

Superfund process, you would be going through this

anyway. The same things you would be gcuing through.

Yeah, you are in a redevelopment zone.

All you are doing is waiting until the City gets a

developer to come In and get a -- we don’t know what

the timing will be. But it’s all done under a major

public process. There will be hearings on it.

There will be discussions. It will all be done in

the open.

I also want to mention, when we get to the

deslgn phase, there will be a series of meetings

also with the property owners and.:ptthl~~ich can

come in and talk about the details of the design and

the details o~ the construction as we go forth

because there w:ll be issues.    I’m sure concerns

about dust contro~ and public safety as we go into

the constructlon phase~ I am sure they will want to
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3

4

5

know what’s going to happen and when. This will be

a process the same as the redevelopment.

MS. SANFORD: Stephanie Sanford.

Technical Outreach Services To Communities-

As you mentioned, the community is

concerned that dust may spread contaminants, and

alternatives four and five talk about -- an

excavat{on is a problem maybe because of dust.

Will you talk about how that is different

in redevelopment in alternative three, ~how that will

be managed?

MR. FILIPPINI: Good question.

One of the restrictions and parameters

that were placed on the architect, and making his

life miserable, is al! of these concerns under the

federal and state requirements that this is a waste

and we will be puttzng buildings on top of this

waste. And what he could and could not do, so one

-of the prlmary elements of the redevelopment will be

that the waste cannot be moved in large quantities.

That’s not to say a piling may not have to go

through a small amount of waste or some thin veneers

of wnste cannot be reconsolidated.

Prlmar~’y. the ma3or portion of the waste

that exists aro~znd the perimeter of the site cannot
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be impinged upon. The State of California is there

telling them they can’t do that. So their buildings

have to go on top of that. Their utility corridors

have to go around that. Their drainage sequences

and landscaping has to accommodate all of that. So

the whole purpose of putting those restrictions is

to assure that when redevelopment does occur, that

massive amounts of waste are not moved around and

exposed during that construction period.

And they will be like any other

construction operation. There will be dust control

measures that the Los Angeles Air Board has very

very strict dust control measures. And there will

be monitoring that any controls that have to go in

on construction, to make sure those -- exposure will

not occur. And technology exists. All sorts of

things~ but primarily will not be digging into that

gue and that waste.

As weeks ago forward with the

redevelopment alternative two, we did not want to

get into that tens of thousands of cubic yards of

waste.

MS. C. SMILEY: Christine Smiley. I’m a

resident ~n Whltt~er, east of the site. Between

alternative two. which is the preferred one, and
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three, when will we know which one you have chosen

and what steps will you go through no make the

absolute alternative?

MR. FILIPPINI: As I said, they are

basically the same alternative. All it does is show

you what theCity could do with the site after

alternative two has been constructed, so is your

general question how?

MS. C. SMILEY: Out of all the

alternatives, when will it be chosen?

MR. FILIPPINI: Oh, the process of

selecting. The question out of all the

alternatives, what is the process. That is called

the record of decision. We have this comment period

now that will run through July 2nd in which I take

public input and anyone can comment, either the

state, county can comment on what we propose.

Then I will draft up a Record of Decision,

which has all the background documents. It’s a

Little bit more complicated than the feasibility

process, but ] can control it more because I write

it. But I go through a pretty descriptive process

of what the status of the site is, conditions of the

site, the remedy that we selected, how we arrived at

that remedy, response that we received from the
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community on the remedy. I write that up and that

gets signed by my management chain all the way to

the regional administrator, which is a fairly high

level at EPA, with special notices going out to

State of 6-~lifornia.

Then the ROD is entered into the

administrative record. Then there will be a public

decision. The Record of Decision has been entered

and a facts sheet will be issued and then that’s,

basically, the green flag for us to start working

with the PRPs In getting the schedules set up and

getting ready to go to the design. There was a

considerable amount of design done back in the early

nineties when it started taking off.

MS. C. SMILEY:

time-frame?

MR. FILIPPINI:

Do you have an estimated

Yes. I anticipate having

the Record of Decision completed by the end of the

summer, possibly September, October, then we will be

starting_ design.

We anticipate starting design in October.

November. And then the WDIG, the group who has

indicated interest in constructing the remedy, is

anticipating goin- to construction next -- next

spring~ late spring. We will be in the design
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phase, as I mentioned, between, say, November --

November, December we will be doing stuff on the

actual sort of blueprint elements. Then January,

February I anticipate going out to the -- each of

the lan@_ownerm and tenants and talking about the

individual buildings.

By then we will have master schedules

developed. There will be public meetings during

that process. We will set out where we are at on

the_schedule. But the intent now is to, hopefully,

get ground broken on the first phase of construction

now during the construction season. I may ask the

project navigator are we anticipating about a

two-year start to finish? One year to 18 months,

and that was Roberto Cuga, the project manager.

MR. SMILEY: I got a little-question here°

My name is Lloyd Smiley, resident of

unincorporated area L.A., Whittier. I live within

just a block.

Can you tell _me -- well, this started

about ’97, ’98. It had a ROD, then they already

made their decision and capped it. Can you explain

the difference° other than talking about some of the

buildings coming ~own, what’s the difference between

the cap then and the ROD today, four years later]
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other than a couple million dollars?

MR. FILIPPINI: Very good question.

Did everybody hear the question?

Fundamentally, the difference between the cap design

that was proposed and the Record of Decision in 1987

versus what it is now.

Primarily, the difference is our

understanding of the limits of the wastes around

the perimeter of the ProPerty, in the parcels

surrounding the main reservoir in the area. We

gained a lot of knowledge on that. We gained a lot

of knowledge on the condition and extent of soil’

gases around the perimeter of the site.

We have done some work with -- there was a

considerable concern from the public about liquids,

both within the reservoir and outside the reservoir,

and we spent a considerable amount of ~esources

evaluating the location and nature of those liquids,

and we went forward, as I mentioned earlier, about

one year treatability study where we actually

removed approxlmately 200,000 gallons from the

central reservo:r, so we gained a lot of knowledge.

The other up side of this whole thing, it

has g:ven the C~t,’ of Santa Fe Springs time to look

into the beneflcial reuses and what they would like
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tO do with the site. That’s one of the big benefits

our remedy addresses is the ability -- how to -- the

maximum extent possible to help the City come in and

do future redevelopment of the site- So that is

another difference in the cap between then and now.

Primarily, the main cap over the central

reservoir, I believe it is identical to the RCRA cap

as proposed then, which is state-of-the-art then and

it is state-of-the-art now. So there is some

difference in the limitS, as I said, liquid soil

gases that we know more about.

MS. SANFORD: Stephanie Stanford again.

Would you say a little bit about water

quality monitoring?

MR. FILIPPINI:

groundwater monltoring.

about?

MS. SANFORD:

MR. FILIPPINI:

Sure. The question is

Groundwater we are talking

Yes.

There are approximately 32

monitorlng wells surrounding this site. it’s a

hydrogeologlst. It’s a bit more than I would like

to see at the s:tes, but what it has resulted in is

a very geod understandlng of the nature of the

groundwater beneath the slte and its water quality.

We have been monitoring this groundwater
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site for over ten years now and have not found

any indications that the site is releasing any

contaminants to the groundwater.

There is quarterly monitoring that goes on

out there. The EPA has done monitoring, as well as

overseeing the WDIG and PRP group that_is conducting

the monitoring on a quarterly basis..-So we have

detected some organic -- organic contaminants that

appear to be coming from off site_t~ the west of the

property, sort of coming up, grading it fro~ across

Santa Fe Springs Road. And we are keeping our eye

on that, but there is a fairly w~ll-known -- several

well-known contaminant sources that are up gradient

far to the west in Santa Fe Springs that are

contributing to it. But we are_keeping an eye on

it.

And as discussed in a feasibility study,

we had the PRPs develop a remedy alternative to put

in the feasibility study for groundwater and,

technically, we had to do that because the history

of those contaminants on site, whether or not It was

comlng0 the WDIG site, we had to address a remedy so

we had them cost out a groundwater remedy. So if we

do f znd In the [uture that any contaminants from the

slte are contr~but!n~ to the groundwater, we can
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implement a remedy. But currently we don’t see anv~

SANFORD: Just one more.

MR. FILIPPINI: Sure.

MS. SANFORD: Would you talk about

long-term monitoring, how long would the EPA be

involved? When you finally leave this prmject,
I

would others be monitoring?

MR. FILIPPINI: Sure. Once the remedy is

constructed, under a joint EPA and State of

California oversight, operation and maintenance

oversight of the site reverts to the State of

California. EPA sort of steps away and the State of

California, some of the best and the-brightest in

the country come in and they oversee operations, the

maintenance of the cap as well as all the monitoring

involved of the soil gas and the groundwater

monitoring.

Groundwater monitoring has the -- to be a

component of the remedy for 30 years as long as the

site exists, and waste around the site, groundwater

monitoring has to continue and the State of

California will oversee that and they will develop

monitoring plans. As the design goes forward, we

will talk about° basically, it will likely be a

ratchet down version of what they have now because
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it’s a fairly aggressive program of what is going on

now.

Also, statutorily, the EPA is required

to -- every five years, go back and look at the

remedy, review what the state has done, how the site

is doing, how the remedy is holding up, are all of

~ our concerns with respect to protectiveness still

holding up? Is the remedy doing what we thought it

would be?

So every five years the EPA does take an

active role and take a look at the books and make

sure everything is going according to plan. And if

we do need to make changes to the remedy, we

basically open up a public process and talk about

any major changes.

MS. D. SMILEY: My name is Debra Smiley.

I’m president .of the Protect Our Neighborhood

Committee. I reside on Coney Crest Road where I own

two homes and also there is five homes on Martin

Road, property there -- plus with all the other

residents within the neighborhood.

A question I have is, this is on the

newsletter here where it says features, where it

lists after the closure of the disposal facility in

1950, development of small industrial structures
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began along Santa Fe Springs. Then down in the

history, it operated under permit from 1949 to ’64,

then it doesn’t say anything about the illegal

dumping that was done after 1964 clear up to the

eighties.

So this wasn’t mentioned in the

.....:informational part of this that I think you know is

very important to be put in there.

MR. FILIPPINI: Okay.

MS. D. SMILEY: Another part here, as I

was reading through it, as I was reading on the

other side where it says cleanup activities, the

investigation further defined the limits and buried

waste~ It says Figure 4 and I can’t find Figure 4.

MR. FILIPPINI: That’s a typo.

I lustMS. D. SMILEY: I thought so.

wanted it clarified for the record.

MR. FILIPPINI: Right.

MS. D. SMILEY: Another question is the

gases are that are going to be monitored, where it

says soil gas~s with the areas of concern with the

lines in Fzgure 2, now, ~what type would be monitored

and for how long? What is the length of time-frame?

I mean¯ With all those that are marked with the

lines for the gas areas with the buried waste there
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we are talking about breaking up the driveways and

the blacktop, what will be done with that? What

precautions are taking with just digging up the

~:-~ blacktop around those buildings and the waste

_ exposed?

MR. FILIPPINI: Do you want me to address

0those?

MS. D. SMILEY: Yes.

,MR. FILIPPINI: With respect to the soil

gas, monitoring is an integral component of the

remedy and it basically has to go in perpetuity

as long as there is soil gases being generated under

State of California guidelines, as 10ng as waste

exists there and the combined monitoring. And bio

venting wells are designed to -- if gas conditions

get to a point where we have to, in fact, put a

vacuum on them to take the gases out or in some ways

inject air in them to get the gases to degrader so

those will be done in perpetuity. There is an

existing monltoring well network out there for

groundwater and soil gas.

When we get to the construction of the

cap. most of those will likely be destroyed. We

will be wlthout a picture for a period of time.

There will be phases as they go in construction,
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they may no[ be able to save those wells and they

may not be zn the best locations. So when we get to

- design, we need to move them to the appropriate :

-locations. We will do that under the design phase.

- Now, it’s also important to note that the

groundwater -- the soil gas monitoring and the bio

--ve~t±hg wells will not necessarily be concentrated

on those soil gas hot spots because they can move

around, but they will be looked at. The soil gas

monitoring and bio venting system has to encompass

the entirety of the site and has to be in place for

2 purposes of perpetude, say as the groundwater goes°

MS. D. SMILEY: Would this be -- the

Protect Our Neighborhood Committee would like to be

not:lied in writing as to what the results of the

monitorinc system, when it’s done every time it’s

done. we would like to be notified what the results

are. as well as the groundwater. We would like to

stay up on thls because it is a 30-year cap or cap

wlndow that you are looking at.

M.~.. F!LIPPINI :

M7~ L. SMILEY:

: ’ I i b,- ~ 0

M~ FILiPPIN] :

Right.

I’m 50, so by that time

All that information is in

the pub" ~c record and will be available to you and
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if we -- we can see up systems by where we can get

those down Eo the library.

THE WITNESS: I know they will have it on

the Internet, but-we would like written notice that

it is being done~r~and kept being monitored and what

the results are-for our committee alone. I mean,

that’s~what,-.-1_am asking;--if~it car~-be done, we would

like it in the record as a decision that Gen

Duncanson and myself, the committee, we want this

information-=at all times when the monitoring is

done, you know, what the results are, whenever it’s

done, what scheduling.

MR. FILIPPINI: Okay.

MR. HODGE: We will note that.

MR. FILIPPINI: I don’t know what I can

commit to. but I will note it on the record.

MS. D_ SMILEY: Also, on the groundwater,

because that is a concern to all of us as residents.

Another thing here on the assessment of

future risk. when I was-reading it, it says it

certainly estlmate the potential risk, the exposure

for potentla] future residential uses but not

potential reuse. Those residential uses are not

anticipated so at no time can it be used for

children or residents.
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Now you say that it can be used also for

parking What are the limitations on the parking?

I mean, if they put in.Barge industry buildings,

will it handle a big rig?

MR. FILIPPINLI :

MS. D. SMILEY:

All that.

It will?

MR-, {-~PBLN~:~c~:design_it will only be

allowed to be used_for a level of design that is

acceptable. We do understand that in redevelopment,

the occupants of~those new buildings and warehouses

will likely like to maintain -- it is anticipated

that as part of the reviews and redevelopment that

those occupants of the developments that would go in

would likely use those for pretty heavy duty parking

uses.

So the design of that cap would be

commensurate with the anticipated load use, and

there is also inspection elements on the operation,

maintenance plan that calls for the State to come

out as wellas the overseeing-responsibility of

responsible party groups that will do the oversight

and maintenance o[ the entire property.

But they will come out and do inspectlens

on a periodlc basiz to assure that the cap integrity

is malntained
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Now, being that the final grade will be

asphalt, there will be certain levels of servlce.

It will reach a certain age at_which it has reached

its maximum usage under which~e maintenance plan

upgrades of the recapping will have to go in place.

MS. D. SMILEY: N~,<~where-it says risks

from the WDI potenSia~,~ider~tifie4~,~he~potentials

identified are exposure to-~zontaminated soil

inhalation, inhalation of gases migrating to the

enclosed spaces ....

So now if you are going to be tearing up

the blacktop in the area, that will’be a pathway to

exposure. When will it be done and when the school

is not in session? I mean~ during the summer months

when kids are not exposed, because they are there

for a few hours during the day to help keep down the

exposure at St. Paul and also to the residents in

the area.

MR. FILIPPINI: It’s my understanding that

the School is year=round so the ability to sort of

accommodate a time period where students aren’t in

the proximity is likely not possible.

That said, that should not be a problem.

Standard level of construction during these

construction operations will be to assure that the

PAULSON REPORTING    SERVICE

56

27E



.//

20:43:43 1

2

3

4

20:44:08 -5

6

7

8

9

20:44:31 i0

Ii

12

13

14

20:44:55 15

16

17

18

19

20:45:16 20

21

22

23

24

2D:45:36 25

PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

exposure is minimized and controlled and to a level

that is acceptable to the co~munity~ and the uses

around, so we are anticipating.aduring the design

process health and safety programs go into place and

permission to control the pro/rams and monitoring

the programs and emissions c~n~rol systems are put

into place to make:~urewt~ose-~th~gs-don’t hurt. So

we feel as comfortable doing-it during school hours

as any other time.

Don has asked i~ I can talk generally what

dust control involves. There are several elements

to it. One, there is a big monitoring component and

we don’t anticipate that by just sort of going into

the first level of fill, because you have to

remember under most, in fact, all of the waste that

is out there now is under some thickness of what we

call clean fill, it is not considered waste.

So we are working with that material.

Will not present an exposure problem With respect to

hazardous contaminants, because it’s not the waste

material, and that’s important for the community to

recognize, even if you see dusts or people running

around without protective gear. It’s because they

have deemed it’appropriate because not every bit of

dirt on that slte is hazardous.
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So there are means under the L.A. CounEy

Air Districts, there are suppressants that can be

used. Water is a major element. There are

restrictions on wind speed, when the windLreaches

certain velocity, construction sometimes has to be

halted. There are certain phases during the

construction, monitoring will be~£n~place~: health

and safety person will make sure it is-properly

monitored.

Phasing is also an element~f that that

you might have to expose somebody to waste, given

the proximity to waste, some modest amount of

exposure can be tolerated because of the distance

associated with the receptors being students or

resldents. So opening a relatively small area to

these petroleum wastes will not create a large

exposure problem.

If we were to do that under a massive

excavation, that would become a different story, so

there are th~ngs along that line to control it.

Mike. can you think of any other things?

There are a whole host of technologies used in dust

control.

MS. D. SMILEY: The reason I’m asking on

that is sim~ tar residents noticed the last time it
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was mowed, in their windows sills there was dust but

it was a sticky residue that stuck to the windows

when they were cleaning it off and they have noticed

that every time the property has been mowed so

that’s why the question on that.

Another question I had from this is

under the remedial action it says-protect action

i

Objectives on Page 5. EPA’s objectives-for actions

considered in this proposed plan are protecting the

health and environment, protect from-contaminated

soils, protect current and off site receptors from

exposure to gases and prevent human exposure to site

through state, federal standards and other uses, and

it goes on.

What institutional control will be used to

prevent th:s from happening? I think you have

answered possibly part or it.

MR. FILIPPINI: Specifically, you are

referrlnc tc the liquids exposure?

MS D. SMILEY:

M~ FILIPPINI:

the slt.e are hazardous.

Right.

Well, not all liquids at

That’s sort of why the

wordln~ on tha’. -- because rain does fall on the

site and doe: go through some of the soils and it

does d~a~ :n d~f[erent directions. And we have got
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a drainage system in place now and it is monitored

to assure that wastes don~t go off of the site. The

wording on that is to assure that the design of the

landfill, meaning our objectives on design, the

landfill cap, the RCRA cap and the clay monofil cap,

are such that we minimize the contact of water with

the hazardous waste constituents so that they don’t

get into the wager and can either migrate down to

groundwater or seep off the site through other

mechanisms and out to the gutter and through other

exposure ways.

So the cap, in and of itself, is

designed -- that’s one of the primary purposes of

the cap. other than direct exposure. And also gas

control, controi mechanism and its drainage

components are put on that cap and the monofil cap

to make sure that liquids are taken off of the site

and not allowed to contact the contaminants.

And the reason it is worded that way, like

I said. not all liquids that are on the site there

are hazardous, but if they do come in to make sure

they don’t come in contact with the soil, that they

can become a problem.

MS. D. SMILEY: Under the institutions

controls for revisions site use and access, with the
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deed restrictions~

going to be monitoring all of this?

the state, I think you said?

MR. FILIPPINI: Correct.

MS. D. SMILEY: The State-will be

monitoring, and for how long?

.......... MR. FILIPPINI: Same length of time.

MS. D. SMILEY: Same length of time, the

30 years for the cap or longer?

MR. FILIPPINI: 30 years minimum.

MS. D. SMILEY: Minimal of 30 years.

Okay.

that one.

let’s see, will any -- who is

It goes back to

MR. FILIPPINI: We were a little slow on

MR. FINCH: This is Michael Finch wi~h the

Department of Toxic Substances Control. Minimum of

30 years or when there is no longer a threat to

water quality, so it has to be at least 30 years but

even after 30 years, you would have to demonstrate

-that there is no threat to water quality. So in

reality it’s forever.

MS. D. SMILEY: Now, on your other costs

for the 30 year. it also includes the cost of

operation and maintenance for the length of it.

MR. FILIPPINI: Correct.
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MS D. SMILEY: So the costs will

continually go up after the 30-year window?

MR. FILIPPINI: Yes. There will be

additional costs after 30 years, but agreements with

parties who are charged with maintaining it, that

agreement does not expire after 30 years.

MS. D. SMILEY: Okay. All right.

MR. FILIPPINI: That’s cost. Cost is just

for estimating purposes, for comparison.

MS. D. SMILEY: I think that’s all the

questions I have for right now.

MS. MAPLE: Pam Maple again. This is

purely personal and I don’t know if it has any

relevance at all, but does the EPA or State -- is

there anything retroactive? I was playing there in

the fifties and sixties, When am I going to die?

Do you guys have any clue?

MR. FILIPPINI: I don’t believe there has

been any studies.

MS. MAPLE: So there is no statistics?

MR. FILIPPINI: ~The State of Galiforn~ia,

Department of Health Services did a toxic study for

the residents and that-is --

MS. MAPLE: We live in a high cell cancer

group, high rate of cancer within our neighborhood°
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MR. FILIPPINI: But that report is still

on its way.

MS. MAPLE: Still working on it.

MR. FILIPPINI: So the short answer to

y0ur <question is we have not gotten anything yet.

There:is some health studies that have been done for

-~:around~th~neighborhood that might address.

/

MS. MAPLE~ I was on top of that where the

caps were.

MR. FILIPPINI:

MS. ENGSTROM:

A lot of stories.

My name is Sharon Engstrom,

originally Crest, Debbie’s sister. I always want

the best of the best. I have said that how many

times? We have gone through four years and I heard

the statement that the cap we are going to get is

still relatively the same one we were going to ge~

four years ago.

So four years down the lane, we are still

getting -- all we have to live with that because

that’s bureaucracy and I know within -- after you

release the property and you are out of it, the

City, the way they work with redevelopment, they

will have a flat, "because it’s not effective to go

on five years," so the owners of the property have a

two year window to know who is going to be leveled
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and who is not. That’s a personal opinion.

The other thing is when I look at this

alternative two and then five, there is a big

difference. And I~don’t care about the cost and

these other sites, they may not care so much. You

may save millions on that. Well, use your millions

-on me, o~m~_mo:them!s ~roperty, on the land around

and protect our children, protect our schools and

protect this neighborhood because we care.

And there are a lot of people who aren’t

and it’s going to take several years of the people

who own the buildings and who work here and been

here. Their lives are on hold right now because we

want the best. We want the cap to be effective.

Your big rigs. Whatever compression factor, and I

know how often they redo the blacktop and you are

still puttznc tons on top of that site, which I

can’t care what anybody tells me, you put a big

thing on top of a pancake, you are going to flatten

it eventually. 30 years down the road it won’t be

15 feet. It w:]] be less. It means you are

spreadlng that contaminated toxic waste out or down°

It’s still an open cancer in the earth.

]t’s Called accountability and all of my

nieces and nephews, we are going to live here and we
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are all going to be here.

were a man that will give the best of the best.

holding you to it.

The short term, I would rather a short

term danger than give me a long-term uncertainty.

If you could give me long-term and with the risk of

short term, ~.ry .t~ keep-£hat..to go that way because

it’s important.

The other thing is when we do the

businesses and_-that ,I hope the City will take into

effect and into account of how they have to deal

with these people, give the highest price for the

land because I worked with redevelopment in Seal

Beach. Once the}’ are there, they take control.

The}" will give you a gold wrapped Hershey’s kiss,

but they will eat three quarters of your Hershey’s

candy bar while the}’ are doing it. So let’s keep it

up and honest while you are doing it, and I like all

of you guys.

M>.. HODGE: Thanks.

M~-_ FILIPPINI: Thanks.

In !cliow up to that, Ed, being thai this

is a :ed~rai Su|,erfund site. any actions that are

done on this property with respect to relocation

have to m~et Federal Relocation Uniform Act

You promised me that you

I’m
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requirements. ~d our attorneys have done an

evaluation of the State of California’s relocation

act and the federal relocation act and found them

comparable. And the basic component of the remedy

is that we have specified discussing the feasibility

study, that is, those have to be complied with as

redevelopment goes forward _Qn this ~ite.

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): Have this

put all in words, five years from now someone is

going to come along and say you didn’t write that

Everything has to bedown. It doesn’t count.

written in record.

MR. FILIPPINI:

o’clock.

We are coming up on nine

Did anybody else have burning issues?

Andy?

ME. LAZZARETTO: My name is Andy

Lazzare/to. I’m with the City of Santa Fe Springs~

I didn’t want to take up any more of your time, but

I just want to bring up some of the points that were

discussed.

wish we could tell you a little bit

more.    ] ~now you have a -- I’m frustrated because !

can’t glve you definitive answers, but I can tell

you what we have been doing. We have been working
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with a lot of the people in this community.

We did get the grant for $I00,000. We

hired an architect, that architect for a landscape

architect on his team and also a civil engineer so

with that group of experts, if you will, we have

been working with them to try to figure out the

feasibility of this site~=We hmve~=deuermined that
!

{he site is developable, if I could use that word.

One of the first elements was to find out

"if the site can be developed and we have pretty much

convinced ourselves that that is possible. That we

are not dealing with something that is not feasible

from a physical standpoint, and one of the reasons

that we like the alternative that is being

discussed, it actually lowers the profile of the

site somewhat and what we have been discussing with

a group of citizens that many of them are here

tonight, that we have been talking about possible

design alternatives for the site and we have come up

with, I think, really good examples of what could

happen out there.

Now. what prevents us from giving you

part of the economic feasibility is what we have

to accomplish with our money, but part of our

responsibility is to try to determine if it’s
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economfcally feasible to develop that site. One of

the unknowns, Buffalo, the owner of that property,

relocate Buffalo Bullet or the other businesses that

are out there? We have an unknown because we don’t

know how much it’s going to cost. We have been

working with the Relocation, Inc. Group and I’ve

been told a number of times verbally that the group

is willing to finance the studies that will enable

us to make some more decisions.

We are going to be hiring an appraiser for

the properties and we are going to be hiring a

relocation specialist to go out and visit each one

of the sites and give us a good, working estimate of

what it would cost to acquire and relocate all the

property owners -- excuse me, acquire the property

and relocate the tenants.

Once we have that information, we will be

able to -- we still don’t know at that point whether

we-can make it happen, but it gets us closer. It’s

a very complex issue. It boils down to how much

money is involved and whether or not we can acrua!ly

make it happen.

We are going-to be going to the City

Council of Santa Fe Springs towards the end of July

and we are going to be discussing many of the thinzs
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that we went over this evening. We are also going

~o be giving an update of what the citizens

committee has been discussing and ask the City

Council’s direction. We hope they will give us the

direction to go ahead and do the additional studies.

If they didn’t wish us to proceed, we will

just drop it. But we are trying to get to the

alternative. This property is going to be there for

30 years. Most of those buildings that are out

there have probably reached their life span in terms

of how long those buildings are ever going to remain

in place. If there wasn’t redevelopment, they have

kind, of reached the point where they kind of need to

be replaced for a lot of reasons. I know many

people get attached to their property. So if we do

something to that site to make it safe, as EPA is

going to do, then we are also looking at making the

site usable for the next 30 years in the most

optimistic way.

So ] just want to point that out. We are

always happy to answer any questions the property

owners or tenants have. I’m in city hall quite

regularly. If you need my card, I have a number of

them tonight. I’m happy to meet with you one-on-one

and answer any questions you have.
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MR. HODGE: Anyone else who would like to

come up and ask a question or make a comment?

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): I’m also

a member of Uhe Protect Our Neighborhood. I wonder

if you are going to get a Web site up so we can

access what’s going on on a periodic basis?

MR. HODGE: I’m hesitating because I am

trying to remember the Web address. It’s part-of

the Region 9 Superfund Site and probably the best

way to do is just write down the address for those

of you who want it, but I can try to recite it.

It’s www.epa.gov/region09/waste.

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): Repeat

that. please,

MR. HODGE: Sure.

It’s www.epa.gov/region09/waste. That

will get you close to -- get you to the WDI site, it

would.

MR. FILIPPINI: It’s pretty obvious. Go

through Super[und sites. It’s way down at the

bottom.

M~ HODGE: If you have trouble finding it

from there, please give me a call and I will step

you through the site or I will e-mail you the exact

address, because ] don’t have it on the top of my

PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE

7O



PUBSIC HEARING - 6/14/01

/

21:06:99 !

2

3

4

21:06:54     5

6

7

8

9

21:07:23 i0

Ii

12

13

14

21:07:39 15

16

17

18

19

2O

2]

.22

23

24

25

head riqht now. I should have put that on a slide.

Other questions? I know it’s a little

after the time we said we were going to close the

meeting but I don’t want to preclude anyone.

If not, I think you should give yourselves

a round of applause. I want to express my

appreciation to the project navigator for putting

together the presentation and managing all the

equipment here. I appreciate that.

And to Lor Rae Nelson, who will produce

the transcript.

And to all of you for coming out. Thank

you very much for your -- for reading the proposed

plan. for catching my mistakes and I hope to see you

at the many fQture meetings.

Thanks again.

IThe Hearing was concluded aE 9:07 p.m.)

PAULSON REPORTING    SERVICE
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PUBLIC HEARING -    6/14/01

REPORTER’S CERTIFICATION

I, LorRae D. Nelson, a Certified Shorthand

Reporter in the State of California, do hereby

certify:

That the foregoing proceedings were taken

before me at the time and place herein set forth;

that the proceedings were reported stenographically

by me and later transcribed into typewriting under

my direction; that the foregoing is a true record of

the proceedings taken at the time.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have subscribed my

name this 15th day of August, 2001.

Lor~ae D/Nelson, CSR No.
/

/

PAULSON    REPORTING    SERVICE
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WASTE DISPOSAL, INC.

AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION

Appendix 2

Waste Disposal, Inc, Superfund Site
Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 9 - San Francisco, California

/
/
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June 22, 2001

ST. PAUL HIGH SCHOOL
9635Greenleaf Avenue ¯ Santa Fe Springs - California 90670

(562) 698-6246 ¯ Fax (562) 696-8396

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX Superfund - Waste Disposal, Inc. Site
75 Ha~home Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Attention: Don Hodge and Mark Filippini

Dear Sirs:

St. Paul High School is located directly north and adjacent to the Waste Disposal, Inc. (WDI) Superfund Site, close
to the main disposal resen,oir area. We are requesting inclusion in the Record of Decision of two items. The ftrst is
remuneration based on 1.;,oth St. Paul High School’s loss of revenue and the additional costs of operation incurred
beginning in July. 1987. when the site was placed on the EPA’s Superfund National Priorities List.

St. Paul requests that the Record of Decision include a statement assuring the school thai there will be a barrier
which eliminates the possibilib of a "direct line of sight" over the school, fields, and parking lot. This request has to
do vdth our serious commitment to and genuine concern for the safety ofour St. Paul High School students. The
need to protect the entire student body from outsiders is unfommatelv a realib’ in today’s societw. Even if the present
clean soil covering the main disposal reservoir is lowered five to ten feet before a new protective cover is added, the
WTDI site is considerably- higher thah our school si~e. A{ present, there is no regular use of any pan of the Supeffund
Site adjacent t0 St:-Paul by the public. However. once the cleanup and new cap are complete, there v~411 be public
use nflhe ~i,e

The request for remuneration is based on loss of revenue caused bva decline in student enrollment and negative
publicib. This h= been due to the strong, parental concern with the site’s perceived toxicity’ and the imminent da.qger
it may pose for students Many students and coaches using our sports practice fields have seen protective covered.
suited individuals x~ orking on the superfund site. At the same time. they are wearing shorts, t-shirl.s and tennis shoe~
and wondering ifthex should also be protected

The schoot has also experienced a vanet.x o fopcrational expenses which are directly related to the WDIG superftmd
site. All water used on campus mus~ be of drinking quality-. We have been unable Io even consider using reclaimed
¯ water, even for field maintenance because of polluted water concerns. For many years, we called upon and paid for
services from the Caii fomia Der~,’u~em of Abmcuhure. who assisted v, jfl~ the extermination ofgophe~ and od-~er
x’errnm \re hax e experienced damage to our practice fields and baseball dia.moncL1field. There has been a continuang
bante a£ams~ ~he plant and u,-eed spore/seeds that were either airborne or spread through \VDi rain water runoffand
all ofou.r fields have been inf~ted. For several years, we have aggressively fought against the spread of an
ornamental cl,~mp grass. Lasz veto- alone, u,e show a sigmifi ~cant increase in ankle, knee. and leg inj unes which we feel
is a direct resut~ of this xveeds spread
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St. Paul High School continues to actively participate in the EPA’s public process and has been in regular contact
with the EPA’s Remedial Proj ect Man~ers and the Communi~ Involvement Coordinators, as well as other public
aeencies. The school has always endeavored to be a good neighbor. For 14 y’ears, the WDIG site has been on the
EPA’s Superfund Site National Priorities List and St. Paul High School. under the direction of three principals, has
continued to focus on challenging our students to strive for academic, artistic and athletic excellence and worked
toward building a more just societ)’. However, our efforts are not without cost. The loss of revenue and the additional
operational costs have negatively impacted our school in the areas of long-term plant maintenance, upgrading of
facilities, and providing the needed tuition assistance to families with financial need. Reasonable remuneration will
benefit these areas immediately

We ask that both remuneration to St. Paul High School and a statement eliminating any "direct line of sight’ over the
school, fields, and parking lot beconie part of the Environmental Protection Agency’s "Record of Decision." The
school and the Department of CatlTolic Schools, Archdiocese of Los Angeles will be active in all phases of the public
process and we look to the futurewhen the ~q)l site is able to be put back into public use. Ifthere are any
questions or a need for additional information, please contact me orLois McMillan Maldonado at (562) 698-6246.

Sincerel3,

Frank A. Laurenzello
Principal

Mrs. Nancv’Coonis
Superintendent. Department o fCathotic Schools- Archdiocese of Los Angeles

Ms. Dorothy Pinelkau
San Pedro Regional Supervisor. Department of Catholic Schools - Archdiocese of Los Angeles

Mr. Roberlo Pugo
Waste Disposal Inc. Group Coc~rdinator. Proiect Navigator

Mr. Michael Skinner
X~,’~te Disposal Inc. Group Chair
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July 2, 2001

United States Environmental Protection
Agency-:Region 9 - Superfund Division

Mr. Mark F~lippini

Remedial Project Manager
75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-1 )
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Re: Commenls re ’~Vaste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site

Dear Mark:

I am writing to provide comments on the proposed remedy on behalf of the owners
oftheproperties identified as parcels 3 and 24, respectively.

First. the EPA’s favored alternative, alternative number txvo, provides for a
monofitl cap to cover "’areas underlain bv waste materials in Areas 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8."
This decision appears to be premised solely on whether "’waste materials" are detected
ur~demeath a parcel rather than lhc nature and de~ee of constituents of concern under a
g~ven parcel. As for parcel 3. the site investigations performed to date indicate that
"’[b]ased on the results from soil bonngs drilled on this parcel and adjacent parcels, it
appears thai the buried v, aste tha~ underlies much ofthe central portion of the \~,q3I site
does not extend beneath Parcel 0(}3 "" Accordingly. we conclude that no cap of any kind
v,hatsoever is contemplated for Parcel "; With respect to parcel 24, the property owners
submit that environmental teslm~ conducted to date suggests that constituents of concern
have not been detected conclusl~ el,, m amounts significant enou~zh to determine that
waste materials underhe the parcel - le’ alone to warrant capping -- or to undertake ans’
o~her remedial measures

Status of Envtron.mcntal tta~ c~uga’,~un~. Iv~~, IVVV for Parcel APN 8167-002-003 (U. S. EPA December 200()> a~
13

For exanwic, m the Sta;u~ of t.r~ tror’~’z~cn~[ In,. ¢r, zlgat~ons 19~5~-1999 for Parcel APN 8167-002-.024. soil bonncs
TS-108. TS-109, TS-I10. IS-11 }. 7.~-122 and S~h~5 ~cr_- ~¢d to estlma~� the approxima,e extcn~ of lhe buried
v,,-astes ld at 11 Yct. borm~sTS-10~,thr~,uch IS-Ill u.ereclean ld a~ArtacbaneaI2, tnTS-122, drilJingmud~s
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Mr. Mark Filippini

July 2, 2001
Page 2

Johnson & Tekosky LLP
ATTORNEYS AT LAg.’

With respect to any decisions to require engmeenng convcois or to remove any,
buildings, the feasibility smdv indicates that such decisions will be made during the
design phase. Accordingly, we reserve the right to comment on the need for, or the
extent of, such controls at such time or times as those decisions are made.

Please direct questions or comments on this submittal to the undersigned.

/,/

no: |den~,fied Instead. ~¢em~h ¢l.J~ ~,,:: r,., ~:a;r.m; o, odo2 ~*~, obse~ed as "’possibly drilhng mud." ld a~
a,"tachmen: 2 As f~r Sl~-t.,~ L"~rc J, c~,armu,~, ~a~’r:phn~ e~er~ 6,e feel lo a d~pLh of 45 feet. A~ a depth of 15 and
35 feet. rrspcc~vet?, lh¢ ob~r’,~’~ r~,lc,2’ " ~h~g, ~mlanuna~um v~s~blr "" ld at Av, ac,hxn.ent 2 AI all other dcp,_ihs i~
was rer, oned thal no ¢ontam~nauon ,, ~,, ~,:b,e /~; r, .&,’~cb.’v~n~ 2 If an)’~bang, these obs,:r~’ar.lons seem 1o be at
odd~ ~,lth th.~ ~¢L£hl of the ~ul txa~m~. L,t U~: I’,a:;:
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~ ,,,,,~ SpicJerMBA@pacbell.ne! on 06/16/2001 07:03:07 AM

To Don Hodge’R9.,’USEPA/US @ EPA, Mark Fi[~pDinvRgPUSEPA,qJS @ EPA
cc WDN <let, ers. wdn @ sgv~.com>
Subtect. WDt Sr~e

Dear EPA and NIMBYs of Santa Fe Springs/~ittier:

The 43 acre Superfund Site bounded by Santa Fe Springs Road, Greenl’eaf

Avenue. and Los Nietos Road. should be put to productive use after the
remediation of all contamination is completed. Land is just too
valuable to waste.

Since the organic wastes will be capped and will present no further

danger £o anybody, this land should be completely developed, Xt should
be sold by its rightful o%~er to a developer for either a distribution

center, consisting of warehouses, a small building business park. or a
low income apartment community, Since cities allow NIF~Ys (Not In My

Back Yard) to make the decisions in most communities, let them choose
from among these options.

Allowing 43 acres of deuelopable land to lie fallow is the height of

folly.
I would gladly work or live there, knowing the risks involved, for I
have a de~ree an chemlszr~,. There are no toxic compounds, only toxic
levels Le:’s be prudent, not ~eurotic. Every time you get into your

car. you are sitting a~o2 a gas tank and an engine full of "toxic
compounds" - volatile an~ fl~.mable gasoline and dirty engine oil. It
hasn’t hurz you yeb.

JoPpa Jaeger

550C Z~orwalk 53u!evard
Santa Fe S2rlngs. CA

/



December 20, 200 ]

ST PAUL HIGH SCHOOL
9635 Greenleaf Avenue ¯ Santa Fe Springs ¯ California 90670

(562) 698-6246 o Fax (562) 696-8396

Mr. Russell Meechem
Project Director
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX Superfund ~- Waste Disposal, Inc. Site
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Dear Mr. Meechem:

We were pleased to meet you last week. December 13, 2001 at St. Paul High School. As you are aware, our school is
located directly north and adjacent to the Waste Disposal, Inc. Group (WDIG) Superfund Site, close to the main disposal
reservoir area (dial). St. Paul High School formally requests inclusion in the Record of Decision construction of a barrier
which e~iminates the possibilib" of a "direct line ofsigh£ over the school, fields, and parking lot.

This request has to do ~vith our serious commrtment to and genuine concern for the safer3’ of our St. Paul High School
students. The need to protect the entire student bod~ from outsiders is unforiunately a realib’ in today’s society. Even if
the present Clean soil covenn 0_ the main disposal rese~’oir is lowered five to ten feet before a nov,, protective cover is
added, the WDIG s~te ~s considcrabK h~£her than our school site. At present, there is no regular use of any pan of the
Superfund Site adjacent to St Paul b~ the public t-{c~ever, once the cleanup and new cap are complete, there ’,,,’ill be
cont|nuous use of the site durm c clean-up and redevelopment.

St. Paul High School continues to activet.~ pamcipatc ~n the EPA’s public process and has been in regular contact with
each of the EP.A.’: P,e,medi~! Project Managers and the Com,"z,~:nirv Involvement C’oordinz, iors. as wcll zs othcr, public
agencies The school has alv, avs endeavored to be a good neighbor. For 15 years, the WDIG site has been on the EPA’s
Superfund Site National Priorities List and St Paul H~h School. under the direction ofthree principals, has continued to
focus on our mission statement of challenging our students to strive for academic, artistic and athletic excellence and
v, orkefl to~ard building a more just socfet3

The school and the Department of(ad~ohc Schc,,,t.~. Archdiocese of Los Angeles will be active in all phases of the public
process and we Ic, ok to lhc future when the WD1G silc Is able to be put back into full public use. ifthere are any
quest|ons or a need for additional mformatton, plca,,c contact mc or Lois Ik!c.k’tillan Maldonado at (562) 698-6246

Sincerely.

        

Principal
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